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Current Topics. 


Mr. Bolland on the Year Books. 

WE REFERRED recently (ante, p. 526), in noticing Vol. ITT, 
of the English and Empire Digest, to the rapid multiplication 
of reported cases which afflicts countries where jurisprudence 
is based on the following of precedents. But this great output 
of case law of modern times has its origin in the reporte which 
have survived in the Year Books, and these are a continual 
source of interest to the student of early law. Exactly how 
these reports were compiled is largely a matter of speculation, 
but Mr. W. C. Bottanp, whose work for the Selden Society 
is well known, is giving a course of three lectures on them at 
King’s College, Strand, and an interesting summary of the 
second lecture appeared.in the Times of Thursday. The third 
is to be given next Wednesday. . The busy practitioner may 
not have time for these researches. He has to spurn such 
delights and live laborious days Sut without the light which 
scholars like Mr. Botuanp shed on it, the law would be a dull 
thing, and we are glad to repeat his commendation of the Sel- 
den Society to sympathy and support, ‘‘still struggling 
bravely through a sea of adversity ’’—in other words, troubled 
like all others who are concerned with the printed page, with 
the cost of paper, printing, and binding. 


Private Property and the German Treaty. 

Ture London Gazette of 8th June contains a Board of Trade 
Notice to companies, municipal authorities, and bankers, who 
keep registers of debentures and stocks and shares, calling 
attention to the effect of the Treaty with Germany, taken in 
connection with the Treaty of Peace Order, 1919, on the pro- 
perty of German subjects within the British Dominions. By 
Art. 297 (b) of the Treaty this is subjected to certain charges 
which prevent its being disposed of by the German owner, 


and it is pointed out that no securities held in the United King- 


dom on 10th January, 1920—the date of coming into force of 
the Treaty— by or on behalf of a German subject, wherever resi- 
dent, can be transferred without the consent of the Custodian. 
Declarations to facilitate the carrying out of the provisions are 
to be required-from transferors. The Lord Chancellor, in 
the House of Lords on Wednesday, attempted to defend this 
confiscation of private property, which has hitherto been for- 
bidden by the recognized laws of war; but it is, in fact, one 
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of the worst blemishes of the Treaty. It seems unlikely, how- 
ever, that the revision of the Treaty—which is, in effect, going 
on—wil! extend to its mitigation on this point. 


The Legality of the Prohibition Amendment. 

WE staTep recently (ante, p. 491) some of the grounds on 
which the validity of the 18th Amendment to the United 
States Constitution has been contested, and at the same time 
we printed the text of the Amendment. The decision of the 
Supreme Court has now been given both in favour of the 
validity of the Amendment and in favour of the National Pro 
hibition Act—the Volstead Act—by which the prohibition is 

. enforced The grounds of the decision are not at present avail- 
able Recent liquor litigation in the States has been con 
cerned both with war-time prohibition under the special war 
powers and with general “prohibition under the Amendment 
War-time prohibition was supported by the decision of the 
Supreme Court in Hamilton v. Kentucky Distilleries (40 Sup 
Ct. Rep. 106), and now the same result has attended the 
Amendment prohibition. It must be taken, then, as regards the 
Amendment, that the Supreme Court has rejected the conten 
tions that it is ultra vires, as being not a change in the Con 
stitution as existing, but the introduction of something per- 
fectly new—an attempt to regulate the private conduct and 
restrict the liberty of citizens—and that it was not duly pro- 
posed and ratified ; and as regards the Volstead Act, that Con- 
gress ha~ an independent power of legislating to enforce pro- 
hibition, and not merely a power to do so in each State jointly 
with the State; this has clearly been the meaning put on ‘‘ 
current power! 
Congress may 
that 
be 1 per 
4 per cent 


con- 

in the Amendment ; and that by this legislation 
also define “‘ intoxicating liquor.’’ We notice 
states the limit under the Volstead Act to 
alcohol We understand, however, it is 
In any case, it is much less than some States, if 
they had separate power, would have authorized, and it leaves 
our friends over the water with very small beer. 


the 7 mes 


cent ot 


Isis Before Rhadamanthus. 
WE cannot help feeling that a 


humou! wa 


ingular lack of the sense of 
shewn by the applicant for a rule nisi against 
the undergraduate editor of an undergraduate magazine for 
““ contempt in Re Jsis (Times, 8th inst.). It seems that, in 
the course of a trade dispute in the ancient city of Oxford, 
g labour enthusiasts from Ruskin Hall got mixed up 
lice proceedings arising out of the strike 


some youn 
with | One was sum 
Then 
the young Toryism of the University, taking itself with all 
that so delightful in youth, thought the honour of 
the University affronted, and the editor of Jsis published an 
article in which he punishment of the 
agitator Needless to say, such comment is improper. But 
it: is scarcely likely that the Bench would have been influenced 
in the least by the comments of even an Oxford undergraduate. 
And Lord Reapine shewed his usual good sense and wise toler- 
ance by dismissing the application, while pointing out that an 
offence had been committed which must not be repeated. To 
invoke the jurisdiction of Rhadamanthus in the Hades of the 
after-university life, in order to warn some too zealous alumnus 
of Isi cla seems to us to have been just a 
little superfluous on the part of the aggrieved parties. But all 
iz well that ends well 


moned before the magistrates and his case adjourned 
erlousnes 


called for condign 


yroves, 


Passengers’ Lost Luggage 

In Steers v. Midland Railway Co. (Times 8th inst.), Mr. 
Justice Lusn had to consider again a question that has arisen 
more than once lately, namely, the degree of liability for the 
loss of passengers’ luggage which attaches to a railway com- 
pany. Tere a passenger had left his luggage in a sleeping 
berth and in the custody of a railway porter while waiting 
for a train, with the result that, owing to the porter’s omission 
to watch the luggage all the time, it was stolen. It will be 
recollected that in Le Conteur v. London and S.W. Railway 


that, when luggage is placed in a compartment, it is placed im 
the custody of the railway company. But in Bunch’s case (13 
App. Cas. 31) some doubt was cast upon the correctness of this 
doctrine. Therefore the obiter dicta are divided in authority. 
So Mr. Justice Los had to consider the question of principle 
de novo. It was conceded by the company that, if the lugg 
had been taken over by the company’s servants and placed m 
their van outside the passenger’s control, the company would, 
of course, be responsible for its safe keeping in their capacity 
of common carriers. But their contention was that, where a 
passenger puts the luggage in his compartment or sleeping 
berth, he retains it in his personal custody, deprives the com- 
pany of the power to control its disposition and safeguard its 
security, and thereby relieves them of the position as well as 
the obligations of bailees. This is a plausible doctrine, often 
argued in concrete cases. Mr. Justice Lusn decisively 
rejected it and reaffirmed the liability of the company. 


The Constitutional Theories of General Smuts. 

WirHtn THE last few days, as reported in the public press, 
General Smuts has been expressing again the very interest 
ing views he holds on the nature of English constitutional 
government. Sufficient attention has not been paid by 
lawyers to these views of General Smuts. Brought up on the 
doctrines of Dicey and Anson, English lawyers are sometimes 
apt to assume that the orthodox theory of the nature of 
British sovereignty, as taught by these great writers, has 
always been held in England, and is accepted throughout the 
world. This is by no means the case. In the United States, 
where our common law is the root of the local law, and in 
our own colonies, a different view is widely held. General 
Smuts, it must be remembered. is not only a great soldier and 
the Premier of South Africa, he was also a successful lawyer, 
and the Attorney-General of his own State, the Orange River 
Colony. His views are those of a scholar, not those of an 
ignoramus or a sciolist. So, even if mistaken, they are 
worthy of consideration. Put briefly, they are as follows. 
General Smuts regards every self-governing British Dominion 
as a separate entity, united to all its fellows and to the 
United Kingdom merely by the tie of allegiance to a common 
His view is that, once a colony is granted self- 
government by the King in Council, its status is analogous 
to that of Scotland or Ireland before their respective Acts 
of Union in 1707 and 1803 respectively—+.c., it is an 
independent sister-State over which the British Parliament 
has no power to legislate. The six Dominions and the United 
Kingdom, in his view, are seven  sister-States, having a 
common King, Privy Council, and Court of Final Appeal 
(except United Kingdom), but absolutely 
independent and co-equal Legislatures. This, of course, is 
not the view of traditional constitutionalists in Britain. To 
them the British Parliament—.e., King in Council—is 
sovereign throughout the Dominions as well as att home, and 
cannot be dispossessed of its supreme authority to legislate 
by the grant of responsible government to any colony. 
two views, of course, are diametrically and fundamentally 
opposed " 


sovereign. 


as regards the 


The 


American Constitutional Theories. 

Now THE curious point is that this very question has been 
greatly discussed for a century by American lawyers. The 
reason. is that it vitally affects the great disputed question of 
American Constitutional Law—namely, the relation of the 
constituent States to the Federal United States. The 
problem came up acutely in 1820, when South Carolina 
claimed the right of ‘‘ nullification ’’ and of ‘‘ secession,” 
and was fought out in the Civil War of 1861-65, when all the 
Southern States claimed for each member of the Union the 
right to secede. Their theory was that in 1776 the thirteen 
constituent States were thirteen independent bodies, who had 
achieved the status each of an independent international 
sovereign State. Therefore they were entitled to enter into 
a federal union or alliance, and also to withdraw from it 





Vo. (L. R. 1 Q. B. 54), Lord Chief Justice Cockxsurn held 





when they pleased. ‘They could do so by denouncing the 
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“Treaty of Union—+.c., the American Constitution—just as 
This view able 
lawyers, such as Henry Cray and President Jackson, 
maintained on the southern side. The opposing doctrine, that 
of Hamitton, and in later years of DanieEL WeEssTER, is very 
interesting. Hamitton held that each American State was, 
until its independence was achieved, a dominion of the English 
King, who had sixteen independent states owing him allegiance, 
namely, Hanover and the two British Kingdoms, and the 
thirteen American “‘ plantations ’’ to which he had granted 
by Royal Charter a Constitution. The British Parliament had 
no legal or constitutional right to tax or legislate for any of 
those thirteen plantations—just as it had no right to tax or 
legislate for Hanover. But when independence was achieved 
and recognized, it was not the independence of each separate 
plantation, but of the thirteen federated colonies which had suc- 
cessfully revolted. Therefore there never was a moment of 
time, a scintilla juris, of independent status, during which each 
revolted state enjoyed sovereign independence. Each plan- 
tation passed out of allegiance to His Majesty into allegiance 
to the sovereign people of the federated states. The consti- 
tution of the United States was merely declaratory of the 
fundamental laws of the American Constitution and not a 
treaty at all. These views of Hamitton are intensely interest- 
ing, and too little attention has been paid them by English 
lawyers. It is interesting, also, to see them revived by so loyal 
and patriotic a servant of the Crown and the Empire as the 
Premier of the South African Union. 


Title To Leasehold By Possession. 

In Atkinson and Horsell’s Contract (1912, 2 Ch. 1) it was 
held) by the Court of Appeal that where a vendor had con- 
tracted to give a title commencing with a certain instrument, 
and it appeared that he could not give such a title, but could 
give a good possessory title from a later date, the title was 
one that should be forced on the purchaser. In that case the 
land was freehold. The authority of the decision has recently 
been invoked in Ireland, in order to force on a purchaser a 

» title to leaseholds, where the title contracted for could not be 
made out, but a possessory title for some fifty years was 
ishewn: Ashe v. Hogan (1920, 1 I. R. 159). The Irish Court 
(O'Connor, M.R.) refused to force the title on the purchaser, 
and the case turns on the distinction between freehold and 
leasehold. The property consisted of licensed premises held 
under a lease for 999 years, granted in the year 1800. There 
were covenants against alienation without the lessor’s consent, 
and not to use the premises for the sale of wines, spirits, &c., 
without consent. The rent was £8 per annum, reducible to 
£4 if the covenants were duly observed. The land had been 
alienated in 1839 without consent, and the reduced rent of 
£4 had been for a long time accepted by the les#or’s repre- 
sentatives, with full knowledge of the fact that the premises 
were licensed. The gist of the decision distinguishing the 
case from He Atkinson and Horsell’s Contract was that the 
leasehold owner, even if not an assignee of the original lessee, 
ran the risk at any time of being enjoined against using the 
premises as licensed in breach of the express covenant not to 
do so. The vendor, however, raised a further point, and 
Telied on the English case of Tichborne v. Weir (1892, 4 R. 
26, 67 L. T. 735) as an authority for the position that he was 
not to be treated as an assignee of the original lessee. On 
this point, too, the Irish court was against him and in favour 


of the purchaser. 


The Nature of the Leaseholder’s Title. 

Tichborne v. Weir (supra), as well as Re Atkinson and 
Horsell’s Contract (supra), was a decision of the Court of 
‘Appeal, and was also distinguished in Ashe v. Hogan. In 
Tichborne v. Weir the lessor failed in his attempt to enforce 
Sgainst the occupant of the land a lessee’s covenant to repair. 

ground of the Court of Appeal’s decision was that the 
ccupant had acquired, as against the lessee, a title by 
Possession under the Limitation Acts, but nevertheless was 





not, as regarded the lessor, an assignee of the lease. The 
ratio decidendi was that the effect of the Real Property 
Limitation Acts, 1833 and 1874, is not to transfer the estate 
of the person ousted to the person ‘who gains title by 
possession, and that the statutes do not operate as ‘* a Parlia- 
mentary conveyance ’’ of the land to the new owner. Lord 
Justice Bowen was, however, careful to point out that the 
lessor could not enforce the covenants of the lease against the 
defendant (who had title by possession), unless the latter had 
taken the term by assignment from the lessee, ‘‘or is 
estopped from denying that he is the assignee of the term.’’ 
Mere payment of rent was not an estoppel The Irish Court 
fastened on this feature of Tichborne v. Weir, and held that, 
as the vendor had taken advantage of the reduction in rent 
to £4 in lieu of £8 per annum, this was in the nature 
of an admission, and the payment of this reduced rent 
estopped the tenant from denying that he was an assignee of 
the lease. Thus Tichborne v. Weir was in effect. distinguished. 
The same kind of distinction was made in O’Connor v. Foley 
(1906, 1 I. R. 20), where a notice to the lessor to fix a fair 
rent was held to estop the tenant from denying that he was 
an assignee of the lease. But the Irish courts are not dim 
posed to follow the decision in Tichhorne v. Weir on general 
The Court of Appeal’s prin iple of decision cannot 
be said to be very satisfactory, and it seems by no means 
impossible that that principle will at some time or other be 
reviewed in the English courts. 


grounds. 


Severance of Joint Tenancy. 

Lorp Sr. 698 of ‘‘ Vendors and Pur- 
chasers ’’ (14th ed.), says that a conveyance by joint tenants 

to a trustee without any consideration, and without any ex- 
press intent to sever the joint tenancy, will not have that 
effect, but a contract for sale will sever the joint tenancy.”” 
For the latter proposition—that a sale by all the joint tenants 
will sever the joint tenancy—the authority cited is Kingsford 
v. Ball (1852, 2 Giff. Appx. I.). That was a decision by Lord 
St. Lzonarps himself, but the report is very obscure and 
merely gives the judgment. A recent case in Ireland turned 
on the question whether a sale by all the joint tenants did 
effect a severance, and it was held that a severance was 
effected: Haye's Estate (1920, 1 I. R. 103). A sale of land 
had been made to the Congested Districts Board, and one part 
of the interest in the land belonged to six joint tenants. After 
the agreement for sale was signed, and before completion and 


LEONARDS, at p. 


distribution of purchase money, two of these six vendors died, 
so that the point was really raised whether the sale itself had 
severed the joint tenancy. Mr. Justice Wy ie, in the course 
of his judgment, said: ‘‘ It being admitted and well-settled 
law that an agreement fér sale by one of the joint tenants of 
her share severs her joint tenancy, it would seem to me clear, 
apart from authority, that an agreement for sale by all the 
joint tenants would sever their joint tenancy.’’ The case of 
Kingsford v. Ball was referred to as difficult to understand, 
and this case and the passage in ‘‘ Vendors and Purchasers ’’ 
already cited seem to be the only authorities. Mr. Justice 
Wyte also held that the parties shewed an intention by the 
terms of the contract that the purchase money should be 
divided among the six vendors, but he went on to say: ‘‘ This 
inference as to the intention of the parties is entirely outside 
my view of the law as to the effect of the contract of sale in 
severing the joint tenancy.’’ The case is the more useful in 
that the point does not seem to have received attention at the 
hands of English text-writers. 


Damages in Divorce. 

DamMaGEs tn divorce do not nowadays go to the successful 
husband; the court, under the Divorce Act of 1857, has a 
discretion to settle them by way of a provision for the guilty 
wife or in favour of the innocent children. This is, under 
present practice, invariably done. In fact, such damages 
are a means of compelling an adulterer to make some pro- 
vision for the woman he is conventionally regarded as having 
led astray, and for her children. We say ‘‘ conventionally 
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regarded,’’ because it is clearly a fiction to pretend that, in 
modern circumstances of feminine freedom and education, an 
erring wife is a weak woman unable to resist any artful tempter, 
and led astray by him against every effort of her own to resist 
his fascination. Married women, of course, when they sin, 
usually do so for their own pleasure or advantage, and with 
their eves open In fact, experience of the Divorce Court shews 
that they not infrequently use all their own power of fasci- 
nation to induce a stranger, whom they have learned to love, to 
win freedom for them from an irksome tie by violating the hus- 
band’s rights. It is, therefore, natural that Mr. Justice H1L., 
Mr. Justice MoCarpie and other judges should feel a strong 
reluctance to grant damages against an adulterer unless 
pressed todoso. And the question arises whether some means 
of penalising a wife who deliberately commits adultery with- 
out provocation from her husband ought not to exist. A 
husband who is divorced is*severely penalised, for he is com- 
pelled to pay alimony in perpetuity to the wife—a severe 
burden in many cases, which renders it economically impossible 
for him to remarry. But no similar penalty is imposed on a 
guilty wife. She is divorced and freed from all obligations to 
the wronged husband. In these days of sex-equality the ques- 
tion arises whether this immunity of the erring wife can be 
justified. 


Sir Charles Mathews : 
Appreciation, 


Srr Cuartes Matuews may truly be called the last of the 
Old Bailey Paladins. He attained to the highest eminence 
possible to any lawyer who confines his practice to the Central 
Criminal Court, and he attained it in the old days of the Old 
Bailey. When that prison-like and meagre edifice was re 
placed by the modern palatial buildings in which the Central 
Criminal Court is now housed Sir Cuartes had reached the 
height of his fame as an advocate, and soon afterwards he re- 
tired from the Bar to fill the onerous and exacting office of 
Director of Public Prosecutions. An epoch at the Criminal 
Bar had ended and a new one was to commence. 

There was something fitting in the substitution of a new 
Old Bailey for the scene of JErREys’ sinister exploits and the 
memories of three centuries of a rigid and cruel criminal law. 
With the enactment of the Criminal Evidence Act of 1898, 
which for the first time permitted accused persons to enter the 
witness box, of the Poor Prisoners’ Defence Act of 1903, and 
of the Criminal Appeal Act of 1905, a new era of humane 
and enlightened administration had commenced for our 
criminal jurisprudence. Such new departures are always in 
danger. Conservatism and tradition are strong. There is a 
tendency of judges to interpret new statutes in the bad old 
way. Such a tendency is fostered by the archaism, the tra- 
ditions of place and pomp, the spirit of the environment—in 
a word, the genius loci which attaches to the buildings in 
which law is administered. So long as justice is administered 
in the old surroundings, it is very difficult to infuse into its 
administration a really new spirit. The transfer of Common 
Law Courts and Chancery Courts from Westminster Hall and 
Lincoln’s Inn to the newly built Law Courts probably did 
much more to bring about the fusion of law and equity than 
all the provisions in that behalf enacted in the Judicature 
Acts. The demolition of the gloomy Old Bailey in Newgate- 
street, and the erection of the new Old Bailey at the head of 
the same thoroughfare, have probably brought about miracles 
in the improved spirit in which criminal justice is now ad- 
ministered. And if ever the Privy Council Committee 
replaces the House of Lords as supreme appellate tribunal for 
the United Kingdom, a greater change than some of us 


An 


imagine will take place in the decisions of our final court of 


appeol, provided it has a suitable home. 

Certainly, with the passing of the Old Bailey the old- 
fashioned type of Old Bailey practitioner vanished from the 
That famous and most characteristic type, enshrined 


scene. 














in the fiction of Dickens and Trotiore, as well as in thé 
scarcely less fictitious ‘‘ Experiences ’’ of Serjeant BALLANTINE, 
has vanished, to be known no more in any of the haunts of 
mortal men. Its oddities, its pinches of snuff, its trieks of 
rhetoric and manner—all are gone. A Serjeant Buzrvz is 
impossible to-day ; it was the old quairttnesses of the Old Bailey's 
gloomy prison-like portals which ever made him possible even 
in the days of ‘‘Pickwick.’’ The change is largely fer good ; 
it is partly also for evil. There was a touch of romanticism 
and bohemianism in the Old Bailey Bar, something in common 
with the actors and the drama, something which preserved 
a touch of the Shakespearean spirit and age, that the world 
has lost for ever. In the drab and commonplace respecta- 
bility of the Bar to-day, including the Old Bailey Bar, a 
picturesque tradition has vanished, 

Sir Cuartes Maruews will always bear an honoured name 
among the mighty ones of the real Old Bailey days. In the 
great procession of figures which commences with Serjeant 
BALLANTINE, who was called to the Bar in 1830—the days of 
the first Reform Government—which includes Mowntacu 
Wiis, Sir Dovetas Straicat, the venerable name of Sir 
Harry Potanp, who happily still survives to enlighten a new 
generation with his profound learning and real love of jus- 
tice and humanity, the last place is fitly borne by Sir Cuar.es 
Matuews. He was the equal in advocacy of re we have 
named, and the superior in learning ‘of all except Sir Harry 
PotanpD. A consummately skilful advocate, a courteous 
pleader, a most kind-hearted man, he won and well deserved 
the respect of the new generation as well as of his own con- 
tem poraries. 

An Etonian and a Middle Templar, who believed in the 
Horatian maxim, ‘‘/n medio ambularis tutius,’’ Sir CHar.es 
MaTHEws was called to the Bar in 1872. He devilled for 
Montacu WILLIAMs, and soon leapt into fame. He became 
in turn junior, and then senior counsel to the Treasury at 
the Old Bailey in days when there were only two, not as now 
six, such Treasury counsel there. He seemed destined for 
even greater successes when the lamentable failure of his voice, 
the result of ill-health, against which he fought most pluckily, 
compelled him to seek honourable and useful employment for 
his late middle life as a Director of Prosecutions, and not as 
the executant of the Director’s instructions, 

An honourable, supremely gentlemanly, and very un- 
assuming man, Sir Cuartes Mataews will be long borne in 
affectionate memory by all who fell in with him during their 
voyage through the stormy waters of a forensic career. 








Recent Developments of Trade 
Union Law. 


I.—IntTROpUCTION. 


Tue eighteen months which have elapsed since the Armistice 
have been eventful months in the labour world. The economic 
disputes which have arisen and their temporary settlement are 
familiar to the public. The vexed question as to whether it is 
a breach of trade custom to employ a disabled soldier on work 
not performed by men of his craft before the war, raised in the 
Munitions Tribunal Court of Manchester by Mr. Hopxinson, 
K.C., has been widely discussed in the Press and on the plat- 
form. Two important statutes affecting Trade Unions—the 
Restoration of Pre-War Trade Practices Act, 1919, and the 
Temporary Wages Regulation Act, 1919—are also well known 
to layman and lawyer alike. But what is not so well known 
is the recent activity of the courts, especially the Chancery 
Courts, in the interpretation of the Trade Disputes Act, 1906, 
and the very important development which trade dispute law 
has been recently undergoing, largely under the guidance of 
Mr. Justice Astsury’s lucid, practical, and by no means 
unduly conservative decisions. 

The questions which have recently arisen have been con- 
cerned mainly with three fundamental problems. These 
problems are separate yet closely allied. They belong to 
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| different ‘‘ orders ’’ in the great system of our common law ; 
that is to say, the first of these problems concerns a great 
primary principle of the law, whereas the second is only con- 
cerned with a minor and less widely applicable rule, and the 
third deals with a very. limited technical question of Trade 
Union Law. The first problem is this: what is the nature of 
the tort committed when one man “injures’’ another at 
common law? How does it arise? How far is mere infringe- 
ment of another’s rights sufficient to constitute actionable 
wrong, even in the absence of active or passive malice?’ When 
does ‘‘ malice ’’ render actionable an injury which would other- 
wise be a perfectly legitimate exercise of one’s own rights, 
although at the expense of another? And how far can even a 
malicious injury to another be excepted from legal sanction, 
civil or criminal, on the ground that ‘‘ custom ’”’ ** self 
defence ’’ justify an individual in so using his own property 
as to injure another? The great storehouse of argument on 
this question is, of course, YGuinn v. Leathem (1901, A. C. 
495), although that case involved other questions as well, ¢.g., 
it involved to some extent the cognate problems of 
spiracy ’’ and ‘‘ nuisance.’”’ 

The view of the law taken in that celebrated case has been 
the subject, probably, of more varied and conflicting criticisin 
by legal writers of the front rank than any other doctrine of 
the common law, not excepting even the ‘‘ Rule against Per 
petuities,’’ or the real meaning of the ‘‘ Rule in Shelley's 
case.’’ On the one hand Sir Frepericx Pot.ock, in the 
numerous editions of his classic treatise on ‘‘ Torts ’’ published 
subsequently to the date of the decision, has maintained with 
great ability the view that Quinn v. Leathem’’ is not con- 
cerned with conspiracy--that the type of wrong it contem- 
plates can be committed by one man not less readily than by 
two or by one hundred. On the other hand, the view that a 
“conspiracy ’’ or combination is the gist of ‘‘ illegal pressure,’’ 
as defined and declared actionable in Quinn v. Leathem, has 
been! maintained with equal ability by the great New Zealand 
jurist, Sir Joun Satmonp, in his text-book on torts, now every- 
where the most popular authority on that branch of our law. 
To devise an eirenicon which will reconcile these conflicting 
views has long been the aim of jurists. How far Mr. Justice 
P. O. Lawrence has accomplished it in the recent case of 
Davies v. Thomas (1920, 1 Ch. 217) is a point we will con- 
sider in our second article. 

The second of our three problems concerns the nature of the 
tort or crime called ‘‘ conspiracy ’’ at common law, which 
arises whenever two or more persons combine together to 
injure another. The limits of tortious, nay, of criminal, 
combination, and the narrow boundary line between a legiti- 
mate and an illegitimate combination, have long been recog- 
nized as one of the most difficult of the many quaestiones 
vexate of our common law, never yet satisfactorily elucidated 
in any leading case. But in Davies v. Thomas (1920, 1 Ch. 
217) Mr. Justice P. O. Lawrence has delivered an able judg- 
ment which experienced practitioners regard as marking a 
great advance along the lines of a solution. The problem, now 
as always during the last twenty years, has been to reconcile 
the apparently conflicting decisions of the House of Lords in 
Allen v. Flood (1898, A. C. 1), and the Mogul Steamship Co. 
v. MacGregor, Gow & Co. (1892, A. C. 25). The particular 
solution which the learned Judge just mentioned has suggested 
will be discussed in our third article, along with contributions 
to a solution by Mr. Justice Astaury and other judges who 
have recently attempted to solve it. 

The third problem, as we have already remarked, is in its 
very nature less important. The Trade Disputes Act, 1906, as 
our readers all recollect, removed from the sphere of judicial 
cognizance all acts done by a trade union or its officials “‘ in 
furtherance or contemplation of a trade dispute.’’ This has 
led to three difficulties. The first is to determine the limits of 
a “trade ’’ dispute, as distinguished from any other dispute 
The statute provides a definition, which, however, rather adds 
to the difficulties of an exact determination of those limits than 
assists it. Such is often the fate of well-meant efforts of the 
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draftsman to save the courts the trouble of interpreting his 
terms. Again, the question has constantly arisen, as to what 
acts can be properly brought within the ambit of the phrase 

in furtherance or contemplation of a trade dispute.’’ It 
that every act which does in fact ‘‘ further ’’ or 
‘contemplate ’’ a trade dispute can obtain absolute legal pro- 
tection—e.g., such acts might be treasonable or criminal apart 
from their trade character. Lastly, the troublesome’ problem 
has inevitably arisen: when do acts cease to “‘ further ’’ a dis- 
pute which is settled ; or when do acts occurring before the com- 
mencement of a dispute come within the meaning of ‘* con- 
templating ’’ such a dispute! It is clear that there must be 
limits here, and such limits have been elucidated—largely by 
the late Lord Justice Farweit and the present Mr. Justice 
ASTBURY. 

In three short articles we propose to discuss 1n the light of 
recent cases the three problems outlined above. They are in 
reality quite separate points of law, belonging to different 
spheres of our jurisprudence. But in practice they have 
generally arisen all in each decided case. This has added 
immensely to the confusion which exists as to the principle 
involved. Judges have seldom troubled to disentangle the 
points, one from another But it is obvious that they are 
really distinct. Im the first place, it 1s clearly a tort of A to 
injure B in certain circumstances, and not a tort in others; 
the principle separating those two categories has to be ascer- 
tained. Again, where A and C unite to injure B, the situa- 
tion sometimes remains exactly the same as when A alone and 
in other cases the consortio of A and © 
affects their legal position and liability. Lastly, where an 
act of A against B, or A and C against B, is illegal at 
common law but protected by statute, the limits of the statu- 
tory protection are clearly of the utmost importance. Our 
articles will aim, therefore, at disentangling the three issues 
and shewing the rule (such as it is) laid down for each by the 
best modern judicial opinion 


is clear not 


unaided injures B; 


Further Suggestions for the Amend- 
ment of the Law of Property. 


We are obliged to Mr. W. Wuirwortn, who recently retared from 
practice, for a copy of the following suggestions for further amend 
ment of the Law of Property :— 

The object of this Memorandum is to point out the desir- 
ability of taking advantage of the opportunity offered by the 
passage through Parliament of the Lord Chancellor's Bill to make 
certain amendments beyopd those contained in the Bill in the law 
relating to perpetuities, to the protection given to trustees and 
executors against claims, and to the powers given to infants in re- 
latuon to their property, 


1. Tue Reve as To PeERPETUITIES. 


It is accepted that the rule which .requires that any interest in 
property given to an unborn person must vest in him within a 
period of 21 years after the determination of a life or of lives in 
being is justatied on the grounds of public policy, and that the 
decisions of the Courts in the application of this rule in particular 
cases are correct in strict logic. At the same time it cannot be 
denied that the application of the rule has the effect of grievously 
disappointing the intention of testators and of inflictung cruel 
injustice on persons whom they desire to benefit 

Take as an example the case of a testator who bequeaths a legacy 
of £20,000 to trustees upon trust to pay the income to an only 
daughter during her life, and upon her death to pay the 
capital to such of her children as attain the age of 25 years and 
bequeaths the residue of his estate to an only son The daughter's 
children are deprived of every penny which was intended for them. 
The son takes the entire capital, And this is the case even though 
all the children attain the age of 25 years in the lifetame of the 
daughter 

The intentions of the testator as expressed above cannot be 
strictly carried into effect, but with only a slight modification they 
can be carried into effect substantially. If the bequest were made 
to such of the daughter's children as should either attain the age 


vf 25 years within 21 years after her death, or should be living at 
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the expiration of such 21 years even though they had not attained , present time equit 
The only | of subject matter than by rivalry of principles, and a book onequity 


the age of .5 years, then the bequest would be valid. 


and law are distinguished rather by difference 


difference between the effect of the invalid will if it had not been | is concerned mainly with matters which are by the Judicature 


invalid and the modified will would be that under the latter those | Acts assigned to the Chancery Division. 


children, if any, who were born less than four years before the 
daughter's death would take at ages between 21 and 25, while 
under the invalid will they would not have taken until 25 if the 
rule had permitted them to take at all. Children born more than 
four years before the daughter's death would under both wills take 
at 25. 

Common experience among one’s relatives and friends shews how 
seldom it happens that a parent dies within four years of the birth 
of a child. The last will I settled before I retired from practice 
at the Bar was that of a millionaire, now dead, who desired that the 
interests of the children of life tenants should vest at 25, but 
readily consented to his instructions being modified in the manner 
mentioned above. It cannot be doubted that the real intentions of 
all testators who make such dispositions of their property as men- 
tioned above would be carried into effect if the principle, of which 
the above example may be taken as a particular instance, was, by 
statute, made applicable to all devises and bequests which under 
the rule as to perpetuities are now void. 

The amendment might be effected in some such way as this 

Let it be enacted that ‘‘ after the commencement of the Act 
an interest im property which under an executory devise o7 
bequest or other executory limitation is expressed to vest in an 
unborn person in an event which cannot or may not happen 
until more than 21 years after creation of such interest, or 
until after the determination of one or more life or lives in 
being, shall not be wholly void, but shall take effect in favour 
of and vest in such unborn person either in case the event shall 
take place before the expiration of such period of 21 years, or 
in case he shall be living at the expiration of such period even 
though the event has not happened. 

The term of 21 years shall be extended so as to include the 
period of gestation when gestation actually exists.” 


2. PRrorecrion aGarnst CLAms. 


The protection against claims given by the Bill to trustees by 
means of advertisement does not appear to extend to protection 
against claims for rent and liabilities under covenants in leases. 

The Law of Property Amendment Act, 1859, s. 27, gives this 
protection to executors and administrators after they have assigned 
a lease to a purchaser, but not after they have assigned 
it to a legatee: Hudson v. Sammell (2 Dr. & Sm. 657). It is sub- 
mitted that trustees ought to have the same protection as execu- 
tors, and that both in respect of trustee and executors the pro- 
tection ought to be extended to liabilities under leases after they 
have been assigned to a beneficiary. It is within my own know 
ledge that Sir Putiie Grecory, the draftsman of Lord Hatpane’s 
Bill, intended to bring this matter to Lord HaLpane’s attention. 

If this view be accepted it would probably be desirable to insert 
clause 27 of the Act of 1859 with the necessary amendments in the 
same way as clause 29 of the Act is inserted in the Bill—see 
clause 206 

3. INFANTS 

Under the Infants’ Settlement Act, 18 & 19 Vict. c. 43, a male 
infant over 20 and a female infant over 17 has power with the 
sanction and approval of the Court to make a valid and binding 
settlement of all or any part of his or her property upon or in con- 
sideration of his or her marriage. It is submitted that if it wer: 
provided that no person other than those within the marriage com 
sideration, that is, the intended husband and wife and any after 
taken husband or wife, and the issue of the intended husband or 
wife, should be capable of taking an interest under the settlement, 
then the consent of the Court in the case of an infant not a ward 
of Court might be dispensed with, the consent of the father, 
mother or testamentary or other guardian in this order being 
substituted for that of the Court. To obtain the sanction of the 
Court is an expensive procedure, and no real advantage is gained 
from it. W. Wuartworts. 

18, Essex-villas, Kensington, W. 8 








Reviews. 
Equity. 


Tue Prarxcipies or Equity. InNTenpep ror THE Use or Stupents 
AND Practitioners. By Epmunp H. T. Syewt, Barrister-at- 


Law. «IGHTEENTH Epitron. By H. Grsson Rrvineton, M.A. 
Oxon., and A. Ciirrorp Fountains. Sweet & Maxwell 
(Limited). 30s. net. 


The days are long gone by since equity was the Lord Chancellor’s 


| 





device for tempering the rigour of the common law. 


At the 


If this is remembered, 
the difficulty which a student has in understanding the nature of 
modern equity will largely disappear. True, the doctrines which 
are usually applied in the Chancery Division have, many of them, 
an interesting history. They spring from the endeavour of equity 
judges to deal with complicated rights and interests, and adjust- 
ments, which were unsuitable for the simpler machinery of the 
common law; a decree in equity could take account of niceties 
which were quite beyond the possibilities of a judgment at common 


| law ; and they spring, some of them, from the civil law. But 


this is a matter of history. Practically equity is as fixed as the 


; common law, and is, like the common law, only capable of change 


by the gradual adaptation of old rules to new circumstances. 
The body of law which thus exists mainly for application in the 
Chancery Division was very concisely and clearly stated in the 
original ‘‘ Snell,’’ and in successive editions the work has been the 
guide of many generations of students. It has in its progress 
increased somewhat in size, but not inordinately, and the eigh- 
teenth edition, if it gives the student more to learn, gives also to 
the practitioner the means of ready access to the recent decisions, 
such, for instance, as those which illustrate the present attitude 
of the Courts to ‘‘ precatory words,’’ as creating trusts (Re Adams 
& Kensington Vestry, 27 Oh. D. 394; Re Hamilton, 1895, 2 Ch. 
370) ; or the essentials of a gift mortis causé (Chap. XVIII.) ; or 
on the merger of charges; on which last point there is a useful 
summary of the litigation which ended in Whiteley v. Delaney 
(1914, A. C. 132). The present edition very effectively continues 
thé utility of the work. 


Jurisprudence. 


JURISPRUDENCE: By Sir Joun Satmonp, Solicitor-General for New 
Zealand. Srxta Epition. London: Sweet & Maxwell 
(Limited). 20s. 


This is one of the few legal text-books of which the author is able 
to bring out a new edition every few years without having to make 
extensive alterations and additions. It is not perhaps generally 
known that the Swiney Prize was awarded to the author for his 
‘** Jurisprudence ’’ in 1914. A similar honour was bestowed on 
the authors of ‘‘ Pollock and Maitland’s History of English Law.” 

Sir John Salmond in his preface to the present edition admits 
having ‘‘ made no material changes’ in it beyond omitting the 
appendix of bibliography and substituting in its place a further 
examination of the conception of State-territory contained in 
Chapter V. Though, perhaps, as is also admitted by the author, 
the whole of this new appendix is not strictly relevant in a book 
on abstract jurisprudence, the matter contained in it is of great 
interest and importance as a contribution to the learning (now 
becoming almost a special branch) of the constitutional structure 
of the British Empire. In particular, the legal and constitutional 
status of the various kinds of Protectorates is dealt with, and a 
classification made. This will want much supplementing and 
possibly revision in a later edition. One type of Protectorate is 
definitely missing from the classification—that of the protected 
Malay States, both federated and unfederated. Also the question 
of how far a Protectorate like Bechuanaland is to be considered as 
part of the ‘‘ dominions ’’ might well be dealt with in the light of 
the material offered by the Jameson Raid case in 1896. With 
regard to the text generally, the pages (even as compared with 
the second edition published in 1907), have lost little of their 
familiarity, except for a passing reference to the League of 
— The book is truly a xryya és def for the scientific 
awyer. 





=: 
Books of the Week. 


Criminal Law. — Criminal Appeal Cases. Edited by 
Herman CoueEn, Barrister-at-Law. March 8th, 17th, 22nd, 29th; 
April 19th, 26th ; May 10th, 1920. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 
6s. net. 

Journal of The Society of Comparative Legislation and Inter- 
national Law. Edited for the Society by Sir Joun Macpong.i, 
K.C.B., LL.D., F.B.A., and C. E. A. Bepwett, Esq. June. Review 
of Legislation. Society of Comparative Legislation. 








Mr. Charles Francis Peter Edmundson, of Masham, Yorks, a partner 
in Messrs. Edmundson & Gowland, solicitors, Ripon, Masham, and 


Thirsk, president of the Yorkshire Law Society and Clerk to the Ri 
Board of Guardians and other authorities, left estate of gross 
£6,366. 
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CASES*OF LAST SITTINGS. 
House of Lords. 


WILLIAMS v. SINGER AND OTHERS. POOL v. ROYAL EXCHANGE 
ASSURANCE. 7th and 17th May. 


Revenve—Ixcome Tax—ForeiGn Possessions—Divipenps nor Rr 
mitrep TO Unirep Kincpom—Barivisy Trustees FoR BENEFICIARIES 
Resipent aNpD DomictLep ABroap—Laasitity or Trustees as Leeal 
Owners To Income Tax—Frxance Act, 1914 (4 anv 5 Geo. 5, c. 110 
s. & 

Section 5 of the Finance Act, 1914, does not impose on British trustees 
resident in the 1 nited Atingdom im respect of investments held by them 
on behalf of a cestui que ¢rust re sident abroad a liability to pay imcome 
tax on the proceeds of the truat mveatmentsa which were never received 
in the United Kingdom. 

Decision of the Court of Appeal (63 Soticrrors’ Journal 496 ; 1919 
2K. 2B. 108) efirmed 

Appeal from a decision of the Court of Appeal (65 Soticrtors 
Journac, 496; 1919, 2 K. B. 108) affirming a decision of Sankey, J., up 
holding a decision of the Commissioners for the Special Purposes of the 
Income Tax Acts. Assessments of £60,000 in respect of foreign posses 
sions and £5,000 in respect of foreign securities for the year ended 5th 
April, 1916, were made upon the trustees of a marriage settlement of 
a French subject under the Income Tax Act, 1883, s. 2, Sched. D. The 
French subject was not during the year of assessment resident or domi 
ciled in the United Kingdom. The income from the foreign shares 
passed to the trustees (all of whom were resident and domi iled in tl 
United Kingdom) under an assignment of the same to them by the 
French subject. The trustees were registered in the books of the 
American company, and were in law the owners of the shares. A bank 
in America under instructions from the trustees received the dividends 
of the shares, and credited them to the account of the French subject at 
the bank. No part of the dividends had at any relevant time been 


remitted to or received in the United Kingdom. The Commissioners 
decided ‘in each case that the liability to income tax was determined by 
the domicile of the beneficiary, and their decision was affirmed by the 


Courts below. After consideration, their lordships dismissed the appeal 
of the Crown. 

Lord Cave, in moving the appeal should be dismissed, referred t 
Colquhoun vy. Brooks (14 App. Cas. 493), where it was laid down (a) 
that the tax imposed by the Income Tax Acts, 1842 and 1853 (Schedule 
D, cases 4 and 5), upon the income from foreign securities and posses 
sions was leviable upon s@amuch only of that income as was remitted to 
the United Kingdom. ‘Te"some extent that limitation was abrogated 
by section 5 of the Finance Act, 1914, but having regard to the provis 
the Princess de Polignae and Mrs. Munthe, who were domiciled abroad, 
could net have been assessed to income tax in respect of the foreign 
income above referred to. But the Revenue authorities contended that 
they were entitled to levy tax upon the income by means of assessments 
upon the trustees who were domiciled in this country. If that cor 
tention was upheld, the trustees would of course be entitled to retain 
the tax so paid out of the trust income payable to the beneficiar’s 
life tenants, who would thus have to bear the burden of the tax from 
which the proviso appeared to relieve them; but the appellants con 
tended that this was the effect of the statutes. On the other hand, 
he did not think it would be correct to say that, whenever property 
was held in trust, the person liable to be taxed was the beneficiary and 
not the trustee. Section 41 of the Income Tax Aét, 1842, rendered the 
trustee, guardian, or other person who had the control of the property 
of an infant, married woman, or lunatic chargeable to income tax in the 
place of such infant, married woman, or lunatic; and the same section 
declared that any person not resident in Great Britain should be charge- 
able in the name of his trustee or agent having the receipt of any 
profits or gaing. Section 108 of the same Act, which dealt with the 
profits or gains arising from foreign possessions or foreign securities, 
provided that in default of the owner or propnmetor being charged the 
trustee, agent, or receiver of such profits or gains should be charged 
for the same. The fact was that if the Income Tax Acts were exam- 
ined it would be found that the person charged with the tax was neither 
the trustee nor the beneficiary as such, but the person in actual receipt 
and control of the income which it was sought to reach. The object of 
the Acts was to secure for the State a proportion of the profits charge- 
able, and this end was attained (speaking generally) by the simple and 
effective expedient of taxing the profits where they were found. If 
the beneficiary received them he was liable to be assessed upon them 
If the trustee received and controlled them he was primarily so liable 
But in cases where a trustee or agent was made chargeable with the tax 
the statutes recognized the fact that he was a trustee or agent for 
others, and he was taxed on behalf of and as representing his bene 
ficiaries or principals. This was made clear by the language of many 
sections of the Act of 1842, In his opinion the respondent trustees, 
who had directed the trust income to be paid to the beneficial tenants 
for life and themselves received no part of it, were not assessable t 
tax in respect of such income; and even if they were so assessable 
they would be assessable as trustees on behalf of the life tenants, who 
would accordingly be entitled to the benefit of the exemption contained 
in the proviso in section 5 of the Finance Act, 1914. The assessments 
in ——- in Pool vy. The Royal Exchange Assurance Co., which were 
made upon the respondents as trustees for the beneficiary, Mrs 





Munthe, and were probably so made with reference to sections 41 and 
108 of the Act of 1842, supported this view of the Acts; but it did not 
appear to him that the absence of similar words in the assessments in 
Williams v. Singer made any difference in the result. For these reasons 
he thought that the contention of the appellants failed, and accordingly 
that these appeals should be dismissed with costs 

Lords ATKINSON, SHAW OF DuNFrERMLINE, and Wrenbury gave judg- 
ments to the like effect The decision covered both cases COUNSEL, 


.) (Jordon Hewart, A.-G., Cunliffe, KA ind Heqinald Hul, for the 
appellants in both cases ; Distu K.C., and Salter, for the respondent 
in the first case Bre wr for the respondent in the second st SOLICT- 
rors, H/. Bertram Cox, Solicitor of Inland Revenve;: Chas. Russell & 
( furtor ) eate & Heart 


teported by Erskine Rep, Barrister-at-Law.] 


SINGER v WILLIAMS. 3rd, Sth, 6th and 17th May. 












Reve eE—Iixcome TAx—-INCOME ARISIN FROM S#CURITIE STOCKS 
SHAR} IN ANY Puace Ovr or tHe Untrep KInGcpom 
ALETHOD « Ass MENT OF AMOUNT TAXABLE— AVERAGE OF THE THREE 
Precepinc Years—Income Tax Act, 1842 (5 & 6 Viet 35), 8. 100 
SCHEDULE LD, Fourta ann Furrn Cast Finance Act, 1914 (4 & 5 
(ibe 10} ,) 

] Py i / ire led f ‘ / Th l nited Aing 

i and rece ed ‘ e de if m dividends wh were pad him 

] vhold lime (‘or faves fie ected to an 
ent to ine ¢ tax which had heen made yt “tf hAiomana certain 
/ sect 100, Schedule D. of the Income Tax Act, 1842, on 
the ground that under section 5 of the Finance Act, 1914, the computa 
1 have beer ule uj the basia of th clual amount of the 
di a is eceived by Ati 1 fhe yea f Agee as f md not upon the 

] unt cf ‘adi f/ ee pre ed / 
Held, that the appellant neome did not arise fro securities n a 
pt ce t of the linted Kingdom within t/ ear y of section § of 
ict 1914, Aut from foreign possessions, ¢ that, therefore, the 

aOR ‘ “ ght 

Appeal from a decision f the Court tf Appea 1919, 2 K 

B. 94 affirm i demas of Sanke J The appellant Singes 

had resided for several year past in the United K rdon ind = re 

eived income derived from dividends whic! ere paid to bim as a 

sharel der in al \mericat orporation, the computation for income ta, 

ide ¢ he bas of the average an " tf profit during the 
preced three eat He mtended that by virtue of section 5 of the 

Ki nee A 1914 he income ought to be computed solely on the basis 
f the actual amount of the dividends in the vear of assessment, and 

th in any event income arising from the share vhich was pal 
became due before 6th April, 1914, could be brought into computa 

tic The Court Appeal held, first, that the shares in question were 
foreign’ securities with the fifth case of Schedule LD, and not foreign 
ecurities within the fourth case, and that the tax therefore was properly 
mputed n the three vears average Thev further held that the 
effect. of suse (6) of section > of the Finance Act, 1914, was to excluds 
from taxation income which was paid or became due before 6th Apri 

1914, but not to exclude it from the computat ol the three years 

iweraye 4 order to arrive at the amount of the tax, and they approved 


the dicta of Wright, J., in Beartholomay Brewing & Co. \ Wyatt (1843, 
2Q. B. 499, 5lé ind of Fletcher Moulton, I in Gramophone and 








Typewriter (Limited) vy. Stanley (1908, 2 K. B. 89, 104 

Lord Cave, after msideration n moving the appeal should be dis 
missed sid the appeal raised the question as to the mode in which 
ncome tron ertain toreig? nvestments should be La SE ed to income 
tax under the Income Tax Acts and section 5 of the Finance Act, 1914 
The ew taken by the Courte below was that the shares in questio 
ere foreign possessjons, within the fifth case f Schedule i nnder 

100 of the Income Tax Act, 1842, and not foreign securities 
I case four. The tax, therefore, was proper mputed on the 
three vears average He was ilso of opinion that the irt of Appeal 
vas right on the second point The effect of clause (/ f section 5 oi 
the Finance Act, 1914, was to ex¢ lude from taxation income which wa 
paid or became due before 6th April, 1914, but not to exclude it from 

the computation of the three vears’ average, in order to arrive at t 


amount of the tax The appeal failed on both points 
Lords ATKINSON, SHaw or Dunrermiine, Wrenpury and PAHILLIMOR: 
ave judgment te he same effect COoUNSEI for the appellant Sis 
John Simon, K.C and Edwardes Jonea for the respondent, \; 
Gordon Hewart, A.-G T. H. Parr. and R. P. Hilla. Soricitors 
Church. Pendell, Bird, & ¢ Solicitor to Inland Revenue 
{Reported by Ersxrne Rerp, Barrister-at- Law.) 


Court of Appeal. 


DEWES v. FITCH. No.1. 4rd and 4th May. 

Restramnt or TRape—Sowicrron—-MAnacine CLERK—COVENANT NOT TO 
Practice as Soricrrorn—Area Limiren py Rapivs or Seven MILes 
rrom Orrice—No Lair as To Trme—VALiprty 
in agreement made hetween a solicitor carrying on husinesa ina 

country town. and the defendant, pr vided that the latter should ente 

the former's employment as his managing clerk for three yeara or more 

On the te rmination of the engagement the defe ndant undertook not to 

he concerned in the business of ae jlicitor (aubject to an exception aa to 


re the employer 





particular business) within aeven milea of the town wi 
carried on his huaine a2 
, 
Held that aa the termes of the agreement were otherwiae quite reason 
able, the fact that the restriction upon the defendant would continue 
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during his life was not in the circumstances sufficient to invalidate it, 


and it muat therefore be enforced. 
Decision of Eve, J. (ante, p. 224), affirmed. 


Appeal by the defendant from a decision of Eve, J. (reported ante, 


p. 224), 
ing as a solicitor within a certain area. 
junior clerk to the plaintiff, who was a solicitor practising in Tamworth, 
and in May, 1903, entered into articles of clerkship with the plaintiff for 
five years, and covenanted that he would not, so long as dhe plaintiff 
was in practice at Tamworth, practise as a solicitor within the borough 
or within eight miles thereof without the plaintiff's previous consent. 
In 1908 the defendant by a further agreement undertook to serve 2s 
managing clerk in the business. In 1912 the agreement sued on was 
entered into. By it, the defendant agreed that he would not on the ex- 
piration or sooner determination of the term of three years or any ex- 
tended term, either alone or jointly with any other person directly or 
indirectly be engaged or manage or be concerned in the office, profes- 
sion or business of a solicitor within seven miles of the Town Hall. 
Tamwofth (except business for the North Warwickshire Miners’ Asso 


granting an inyunction restraining the defendant from practis- 


ciation). The defendant, who had resided in or near Tamworth all his 
life, was in constant personal touch with the plaintiff's clients. The 
agreement was determined by the plaintiff on Wth June, 1914. On 


24th June, 1919, the defendant appeared before the magistrates at 
Tamworth in a case which he conducted on behalf of former clients of 
the plaintiff, who thereupon brought this action for an injunction. 
The defendant submitted that as the restriction upon him was lifelong, 
and not limited to a definite period, it was unreasonable. Eve, t 
who relied on Hitcheock vy. Coker (6 A. & E. 438, at p. 454), held that 
the defence failed, and granted the injunction. The defendant appealed. 

Tue Court dismissed the appeal 

Lord Srernnpate, M.R., after stating the facts, said that no doubt 
there had been of recent years a greater tendency to hold agreements 
which imposed restrictipns upon an employee invalid. The parties here, 
however, had been on good terms; the later agreements made were 
more favourable to the defendant than earlier ones, and these later 
agreements had actually been drawn up by the defendant himself 
The defendant was twenty-seven when the agreement of 1912 was 
entered.into, and was twenty-nine at the date of the agreement of 1914. 
He was fully capable of judging what was right for him and what was 
It was therefore right to say that contracts so entered into should 
not be set aside by the Court unless strong reasons of public policy re- 


not 


quired it. In recent cases in the House of Lords Lord Parker had 
taken that view In Attorney-General of the Commonwealth of 
tustralia v {delaide Steamship Coa 1913, A. C.., at p. 795) he said: 


‘Though, speaking generally, it is the interest of every individual 
member of the community that he should be free to earn his livelihood 
in any lawful manner, and the interest of the community that every 
individual should have this freedom, yet under certain circumstances 
it may be to the interest of the individual to contract in restraint of 
this freedom; and the « mmunity if interested to maintain freedom 
f trade is equally interested in maintaining freedom of contract within 
reasonable limits.’ It seemed to him (his lordship) that that was the 
way in which the present case must be approached, and, in his view, 
the one point which was questionable in the argument was the fact 
that it was unlimited in time—it was not limited to the life of the 
plaintiff, or the time during which he carried on business, but was 
practically unlimited in time. The area to which the restriction ex 
tended was reasonable, it was very different from the wide areas in 


Vorris v, Saxelby (1916, 1 A. C. 688) and Mason v. Provident Clothing 
and Supply Co. (1894, A. \C. 535). In his view the area was certainly 
reasonable. It had been said that this was a restriction for the sole 


reason of preventing competition, and was therefore void. But the 
restriction was to eliminate the competition of the defendant in some 
thing the knowledge of which he had acquired in his master's service, 
and to protect his master from his using knowledge so acquired; and 
therefore it could not be said to be a restrictive covenant to prevent 
competition alone. The real and only question was whether the re- 
striction was unreasonable because it was unlimited in time. It was in- 
evitable that in a case of this sort the authority of Hitehcock v. Coker 
(6 A. & E. 438) should be cited. There a covenant unlimited as to 
time was held good by the Court of Exchequer Chamber, reversing a 
decision in the King’s Bench, and apparently no authority had ever 
decided or suggested that the King’s Bench had been right and the Ex- 
chequer Chamber wrong. The judgment of Tindal, C.J., in that case, 
though often discussed, had never been set aside. There were cases 
in which restrictions unlimited in time and in a large area had been 
held too wide, but there was no case in which the want of a time limit 
had by itself been fatal. The two factors must be considered together, 
ind the position and circumstances of the parties in each particular 
His lordship agreed with the decision of Eve, J., that the re 
striction in this case was not either unreasonable, or too wide. or 
against the interests of the public. The appeal must therefore be dis- 
missed with costs. 

Warrixoton, L.J., and Younger, L.J., delivered judgment to the 
same effect, the latter observing that the covenant was prepared by the 
defendant himself, a competent solicitor, no public interest was affected, 
and the range of activity reserved to the defendant was ample.— 
Counset, Clayton, K.C., and Harman; Maugham, K.C., and H. John- 
ston, Soticrrors, Andrew Wood, Purves, 4: Sutton, for J. H. Dewes, 
Tamworth; Sharpe, Pritchard, & Co., for James, Barton, & Kentlsh, 
Birmingham 


cnse. 


Rew sted by H. Laneronp Lewis, Barrieter-et-Law.] 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 


BURN v. NATIONAL AMALGAMATED LABOURERS’ UNION OF 
GREAT BRITAIN AND IRELAND. PP. 0. Lawrence, J. 5th 
6th and 7th May. 


Trave UMton—Rvuites—Executive Commuitree’s Powers—SvspPension 
or Orricen—NaTuRAL Justice. 


Where the rules of a trade union provided that the executive com 
mittee should have the management and superintendence of the union, 
and should take every means to secure the observance of its rules, and 
might suspend and expel members acting contrary to its rules; and it 
was pointed out to a member who was treasurer of a branch, and also 


chairman and trustee thereof, that during his treasurership there was a 
deficiency in the accounts of the branch, and that he had retained in his 
hands subscriptions paid to him by the branch secretary for an undue 
length of time; and the executive committee without giving him an 
opportunity of explaining his position which he asked for, passed a 
resolution removing him from any office which he held in the society, 
and not permitting him to hold office for five years from the date of 
the resolution, 


Held (1), that the resolution was not passed for securing the obser- 
vance of the rules, because the conduct of the member in other offices 
which he held at the date of the resolution was never questioned ; (2) the 
power to suspend or expel the member was penal, and construed strictly, 
as it must be, did not justify the action taken in the circumstances ; 
and (3) the power to suspend was quasi-judicial, and it wae contrary to 
natural justice that the committee should exerciae it without giving the 
member a hearing, which they had not done. 


This was an action in which the plaintiff claimed a declaration 
that a resolution passed by the executive committee of the defendant 
union, that he be removed from his offices and not permitted to hold 
office for five years from the date of the resolution, was ultra vires, or 
was contrary to natural justice in being passed without his having a 
hearing. The facts were as follows: The plaintiff was a member of the 
defendant union. The governing body of the union was the annual 
general meeting, and the management thereof was vested in an execu 
tive committee. The union itself had a chairman and other officers, 
and each branch had a chairman and other officers, and each branch 
sent a delegate to attend the annual general meeting. The plaintiff 
was chairman and a trustee of one of the Cardiff branches, and was 
one of the general auditors of the union he rules provided (inter 
alia) that the powers of the executive comfilttee should be limited to 


| the management and superintendence of the union; that the executive 
| committee should take every means to secure the observance of the 


union’s rules to protect its fonds from misappropriation; that the 
executive committee might remove incompetent officers, and suspend, ex 
pel and prosecute members acting contrary to the rules; and that all 
members must conform to the rules. From 1914 to 1916 the plaintiff 
was treasurer of his branch, and in 1918 the general meeting pointed 
out to him that during his treasurership there was a deficiency in the 
accounts of the branch, and that he had retained in his hands for an 
undue time subscriptions paid to him by the branch secretary. It 
turned out that the branch secretary had misappropriated funds of 
which the plaintiff was ignorant. This matter came before the execu- 
tive committee, and although the plaintiff asked for an opportunity 
to explain his position to the committee, they passed a resolution that 
he be remov.d from any office then heldrby him, and not permitted to 
hola office or rost or delegation on Lvhalf of the union for five years 
from the date of the sedietion. ‘Lue plaintiff thereupon started this 
action, claiming a declaration that the resolution was ultra vires as 
being unauthorized by the rules, and also contrary to natural justice, 
as he had not had an opportunity of stating his case. The defendants 
pleaded that all the facts were before. them, and that the resolution 
was valid and passed as a disciplinary measure for securing the obser 
vance of the rules and protecting the funds of the society. 


P. O. Lawrence, J., after stating the facts, said : On the evidence I 
come to the conclusion that the executive committee did not purport 
to exercise the power of removing an officer for incompetence or insubor 
dination. The only offices held by the plaintiff at the date of the resolu- 
tion were chairman of No. 1 branch and general auditor of the union, 
and his conduct in those positions was never questioned. The defen 
dants purport to justify the resolution because it was passed, first, for 
securing the observance of the rules, and secondly, under the power to 
suspend, expel, or prosegute members for acting contrary to the rules. 
In my judgment there is no justification under the rules for removing 
a member from office and preventing him from holding any office under 
the power to secure the observance of these rules, and the power to 
suspend or expel a member is penal in its nature and must be construed 
strictly, and does not justify the penalty imposed upon the plaintiff 
But if that view is wrong the power is quasi-judicial, and it is con 
trary to natural justice that the committee should exercise it without 

iving the plaintiff an opportunity of appearing before them to explain 
Fis position. The resnit is that the resolution is ultra vires —CounseL. 
H. H. Slesser; Owen Thompson, K.C.; H. Morrie; H. W. Samuel. 


Soricrrors, Lawrence Jones & Co.; Barlow, Barlow a4: Co. 
(Reported by Leonamp Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
2 FORD v. RADFORD. Avory, J. 14th May. 
QpAMPERTY— MatnTenance—P vB.ic Pouicy—Gaminc Desrs—MEMBERS 

or A Socrery—Couiection or Desrs—Suarmnc Desrs CoLLecrEp— 

Community or INTEREST. 

The intiff issued @ prospectus of a business which he carried on 
solely ie the name of the oT urf Register.’ He described this busi- 
Suess as a“ society,” and invited subscriptions of membership to it, and 
Be called himself in the prospectus the secretary. He undertook to 

gollect for the subscribers betting debts which, under the Gaming 

Acts, were not legally recoverable. It was agreed between the plaintiff 
| gnd the defendant that in consideration of the plaintiff * putting up 

gil the necessary disbursements for the institution and conduct of legal 

or other proceedings, the net profit accruing directly or indirectly was 
to be equally divided between the defendant and the society.”’ 


Held, that the agreement was illegal and void as champertous, as 
there was no community of interest between the parties, the only interest 
being such as was created by the agreement itself. 


Action for money had and received. The plaintiff carried on a busi 
ness which he called the ‘‘ Turf Register,’ and of which he was the 
gole proprietor. He described himself as secretary in the prospectus he 
issued, and in the correspondence with those who became subscribers 
to the “ Turf Register.’’ In consideration of a subscription, and of a 
commission on the amounts recovered, the plaintiff undertook to collect 
for the subscribers betting debts which, under the provisions of the 
Gaming Acts, were not recoverable at law. He compiled and kept a 
wegister of defaulters, and by threatening to register them he obtained 

/@ither the money or a promise to pay founded on a new consideration 
g@pon which an action could be brought. The plaintiff undertook to 
provide all the necessary disbursements for the initiation and conduct 
‘of legal proceedings, on the terms that the net profit accruing therefrom 
was to be equally divided between him and the subscribers. The sub 
scribers had no yoice in the management of the so-called society, and 
mo concern in the profits or losses of the business. These terms were 
«ontained in the prospectus, and a copy of the prospectus was sent to 
the defendant, and he became a member on the terms of two letters, 
one of which was from the plaintiff to the defendant, and the other the 
teply thereto of the defendant, the terms of which related to the pro 
spectus, and the conditians on which subscribers contracted with the 
plaintiff. The plaintiff's letter on 4th May, 1914, was as folows : 
*Re Sam Warlski. We beg to acknowledge receipt of this debtor's 
letter of Sth September, 1913, which is practically an admission 
That places us in a better position, and if you will now 
tarn out and send to us the cheque which you paid to him prior to his 
* default, we shall have sufficient material upon which to bring several 
alternative claims against the debtor. This leads us to the question of 
yterms generally, and in regard to these we presume you are agreeable 
to those which are usually in force with our other members. viz., that 
in consideration of our putting up all the necessary dis!ursements for 
the initiation and conduct of the legal or other proceedings. the net 
profit accruing, directly or indirectly, is to be equally divided between 
the claimant and the society. As we are about to spend some monev 


| @pon your case, it would ‘be as well to have these terms clearly set out 


and confirmed.” To this letter the defendant replied as follows :— 
“ Yes, share profits, but do not want any expenses on our part, as we 
have had considerable already."” The plaintiff in the action. on the 


| @greement contained in these two letters, alleged that the defendant had 







E the latter case, 


collected a number of debts which were to be collected by the plaintiff 
on the terms of the letters, and nad,received certain commissions, and 
was liable to pay to the plaintiff offyhalf thereof as agreed. The de 
fendant pleaded that the agreement was illegal and void as being 
champertous and against public policy. 

Avory, J., having stated the facts above set out, said that in his 
opinion the agreement was illegal and void, unless the plaintiff could 
shew that it was within some recognized exception to the law against 
maintenance and champerty. It was suggested by the plaintiff that he 
was the representative of all the members or subscribers to the ‘‘ Turf 
Register, and, as such, had a common interest with them in the 
recovery of their debts. In his opinion the plaintiff had no such com- 
pon interest, and no reasonable ground for believing that he had, so as 
to bring the case within the authority of Findon vy. Parker (11 M. & 
W. 675). There was no interest, except what was created by the un- 
lawful agreement, nor was there any community of interest among the 
tubscribers in their respective debts. His lordship referred to the cases 
of Hutley v. Hutley (L. R. & Q. B. 112) and Sprye v. Porter (7 FE. & 
B. 56) as sete to and governing the present case; and also to the 
judgment of Romer, J., in Rees v. De Bernardy (1896, 2 Ch. 437), which 
would also, he thought, preclude the plaintiff from relying on the 
delay on the part of the defendant in raising this Zosebos. or on the 
fact of the defendant having acted on the agreement and derived 
benefit from it, although no suclt contention had in fact been put for- 
ward by the plaintiff. The cases of Guy v. Churchill (40 Ch. D. 481) 
and British Cash and Parcel Conveyors v. Lamson Store Service Co 
1908, 1 K. B. 1006), relied on by the plaintiff, were clearly distinguish 


| able. In the former it was held that the parties had a common interest 


in the subject-matter of the action, and that the transaction or arrange 
ment was valid and was sanctioned by the Bankruptcy laws; and in 
in the Court of Appeal, it was held that the defendants 
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were acting in the legitimate defence of their own business interests in 
giving the indemnities then in question. His lordship held, therefore, 
that the agreement between the plaintiff and the defendant in the 
present case was void, being contrary to public policy, and amounting 
to champerty, and could not be enforced, and there would be judgment 
for the defendant on the claim.—ounset, Harold S. Simmons. for the 
plaintiff; J. B. Melville, for the defendant. Soricrrors, Henry 
Stewart-Moore; Burnett L. Elman 
[Reported by G. H. Kworr. Barristerat-Law.) 


Court of Criminal Appeal. 
REX v. EMILY DYMOND. Ear! of Reading, C.J., Shearman and 
Sankey, JJ. 8th and 17th March. 
Money with Menaces—Letrer—Derence 
Cause ror MAxkinc tHe Demanp— 
Revevancy-—Larceny Act, 1916 (6 


CriminaL Law-—DEMANDING 
REASONABLE AND PROBABLE 
Honest Belier or THE ACCUSED 


& 7 Geo. 5, c. 50), s. 29 (1) (1.) 

Where a person ia charged under section 29 of the Larceny Act, 1916, 
with the fience of uttering, knowing the contenta thereof. my letter 
or writing demanding of any person with menaces and without any 
reasonable ar probable cause any property or valuable thing, an honeat 


helief by the cause for 


making the demand does 


accused that there wae a reasonable and probabli 
not negative the crime 


Appeal against conviction, on certificate The appellant was 
tried at the Exeter Assizes before Darling, J on 2nd Feb 
ruary, 1920, on an indictment which charged her with uttering 


1 letter demanding property with menaces contrary to section 29 (1) (i) 
of the Larceny Act, 1916. She wrote a letter to the prosecutor, in which 
she said that she was sending him a notice that she was going to 
summon him for insulting her. The letter said that if the prosecutor 
would like to pay she would not say anything, if he did not she should, 
and more to a similar effect. After the case for the prosecution had 
been opened and the prosecutor had given his evidence in chief, counsel 
for the accused indicated the Aefence which he intended to put forward, 
and asked to be allowed to cross-examine the prosecutor to elicit facts 
relevant to the issue which he intended to raise as a defence. His con 
tention was that if he could establish that the appellant believed that 


she had reasonable and probable cause for writing the threatening letter 
she would be entitled to an acquittal on the authority of R#. v, Miard 
1844, 1 Cox C. C. 22) The learned judge came to the conclusion that, 


if the accused did establish that she believed she had reasonable and 
probable cause for making the demand, it would be no defence unless 
she could establish that she had in fact reasonable and probable cause, 
and refused to allow the cross-examination. The appellant was con- 
victed. Sentence was postponed pending the hearing of the appeal, and 
the appellant was released on bail on her own recognizances to sur 
render herself judgment if called npon. By section 29 of 
the Larceny Act ‘Every person who (i) utters, knowing the con 


to receive 


1916, 


tents thereof, any letter or writing demanding of any person with 
menaces and without any reasonable or probable cause any property 
or valuable thing shall be guilty of felony (ur. adr 
rult , 

Earl of Reapine, C.J.. read the following judgment : The appellant 


un indictment under section 29 (1), paragraph i, of 
1916, charging her with uttering, knowing the con- 
tents thereof, a letter to 4, B with menaces and without any 
reasonable or probable cause. Sentence was postponed by Darling, J., 
pending the hearing of the appea! to this court upon the certificate of 
the learned indge, and the accused was released on bail on her own 
recognisances to surrender herself to receive judgment if called upon. 
After the case had been opened and the prosecutor had given his 
evidence in chief. the accused indicated the defence he 
intended to put forward, and invited the learned judge's ruling on the 
materiality and regularity of a cross-examination which he proposed 


was convicted on 
the Larceny Act 


for 


1 
counsel 
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to administer to the prosecutor for the purpose of eliciting facts relevant q =_ 
to the issue which he intended to raise as a defence. He contended _ WHC 
that if he could establish that she believed she had reasonable and AT ny El R RT oO N Ss “4 In 

probable cause for writing the threatening letter she would be entitled Whol 
to an acquittal upon the authority of Tindal, C.J., in RB. v. Miard follow 
(supra). After argument, Darling, J., came to the conclusion that if han DO 

the accused did establish that she believed she had reasonable and 65 & 64, c cery "Lane, LON N, w. Cc. ; st 
probable cause for making the demand, it would be no defence unles 

she could establish that she had in fact reasonable and probable cause THE ONLY RECOGNISED LAW PARTNERSHIP m 
for making it. Counsel then intimated that he could take no further | SUCCESSION, AND AMALGAMATION AGENTS et 
part in the trial as, a'though he made no admission, he was not in WHO HAVE ARRANGED PERSONALLY MOST t 
structed to put forward any defence other than that indicated by him OF THE IMPORTANT CHANGES IN LEGAL 

upon which the learned judge had ruled against him The question PRACTICES FOR YEARS PAST d 
before this court depends upon our view of the words of the statute, 

which are, ever werson who utters, k: ving the contents thereof ‘ 2 : . Pa . 3rd 
any letter ! cvitins demoddind of any person with menaces and with Correspondence and Consaltations invited in strict confidence. 

out any reasonable and probable cause, property or valuable .thing Telephone : 2463 Helbora. Telegrams : “ Alscrious, Losdou.” 

shall be g uilty of Ttelon' see section 29 (1 i), Lar eny Ay ct 1916 AT Hy aa et T 

In substance the language used in this consolidating — is a re 1.7 
enactment of the offence constituted by the Larceny Act 827 (7 & & LIMITE gusper 
Geo. 4, c. 29, s. 8). In 2. v. Hamilton (1843,1C. & K., p 212 it was 63 & 64 Chan L LONDON, w. Cc. 2 7 
decided by Baron Rolfe that the words “without any reasonable and 5 cery ane, and s! 
probable cause in the above-mentioned statute 7 & 8 Geo. 4, applied ard 








to the money demanded and not to the accusation constituting the 





threat Che decision R. v. Chalmers (1867, 10 Cox C. C., p. 450) is P ; 
to the same effect In this case Kelly, C B., left it to the jury to deter New Orders, Re. Ian 
mine whether there was any reasonable and probable cause for demand Nov 
ing the money In the argument in that case before the Court for i i nue 
Cro wn Cases Reserved reference was made to R. v. Miard (supra), and Foreign Office Notice. of foo 
it was ntended that the question whether the accused honest] ARGOES EX ENEMY VESSELS SEIZED BY PORTUGAL wr 
believed th at she had reasonable ground for making the demand, should With reference to the notification which was published in the London —— 
have been left to the j ry but the court being of opinion that there was | Gazette on the 18th ultimo, relative to goods still unclaimed ex en¢ - . spl * 
no circumstance proved upon which any just demand or belief in such vessels seized by Portugal, His Majesty’s Minister at Lisbon repor ae 
demand could have been founded affirmed the conviction without ex-| that, according to information which he has received from the Porte: TI =. 
pressing any opinion on the decision of Tinda', C.J. In our judgment | guese authorities, the ordinary Customs regulations, under which cleims i = 
the question must be determined sol by reference to the languag can be made in respect of goods lying in the Portuguese Customs are c 4 
#f the statute. The words are vithout any reasonable or probable | now applicable to these goods, and that on such ttaims being presented . 
cause ind nothing in the original statute or in the consolidating | to the Portuguese authorities any contemplated sales are suspended The 
statute sugyests that an honest belief by the accused in a reasonable or 6th June - {[Gazette, 8th Ju ies - 
probable cause for the demand would negative the crime. In order to : with ¢ 
constitute the offence, it must be proved that the accused (1) uttered eae 
the writing 2) demanded property or valuable thing with menaces Tr 
(3) knew the ntents of the sort and (4) had ae reasonable or Board of Trade Orders. 
probable suse for making the demand It is for the jury to decide tHE RANKRUPTCY ACT 1914 AND THE BANKRUPTCY and fr 
whether there was reasonable or probable cause for making the demand ; eae’ » 
and it is not for them to decide whether the accused believed that sh« RULES, 1915. 
had reasonable and probable cause for making it. The belief of the Pursuant to Clause 2 of Rule 5 of the Bankruptcy Rules, 1915, the 
accused may f course, be taken into consideration by the judge in | Board of Trade hereby substitute the following forms of Notices for =e 
passing sentence, bpt in our view it is not material in ascertaining | the Londun Gazette, in lieu of the existing Forms No. 200 (1), (2), (3); 
whether the crime has been committed We do not think that the 4). (5 6). (7 8), (9). (10), (11), (42), (13), (14), (15), (16) in tbe 
direction in PR. \ Viard (supra), which was given at assizes on the Appendix to the Bankruptcy Rules, 1915, and on and after 18th June, 
facts of a peculiar case, and introduces words not found in the statute 1920. the substituted forms shall be the Forms No. 200 (2), (3). (4, ; 
s one which has been or should be followed. It is interesting to observe | (5 6). (7). (8 9), (10), (11), (12), (13), (14), (15), (16) in the Appen- 
that in P. v. Craig (29 Victoria L. R., p. 28) a decision of the Supreme |} dix of Forms referred to in the said Rules. 
Court of Victoria, the judges held that # Vierd (supra) should not [Forms of Notices 
be followed, as it did not leave the question to the jury in the words 4th June [Gazette, 4th June 
of the sectior Nothing that we have said in the present case is in 
tended t« er more than that which is strictly nec essary for the deci on 
Elma it i peg to = at ete nage Mgr CHE HOUSEHOLD FUEL AND LIGHTING DIRECTION AND 
rhicn re no e re us mus “ rememberec 1a le decision oO . ‘cL 
the learned judge was given after a statement by counsel about the NOTICE, 1920 
question he wished to raise, and was not a ruling that counsel could not In exercise of the powers conferred upon me by Clause 4 of the 
put specific questions or that specific idence tendered should be re-] tousehold Fuel and Lighting Order, 1919, I now direct and give notios ' 
jected. Tt was merely a decision that the belief by the accused that és follows - 
ahe had reas n ible and probable cause for making the demand of money, 1. The operation of the said Order is hereby suspended until 
by proving that she believed prosecutor had committed an indecent further notice in all districts to which the said Order applies 
assault upon her, would not entitle her to an acquitta! The result of 2. This direction and notice shall not affect or prejudice any 
our decision is that the appeal is dismissed, and the appellant must matter or thing done or suffered, proceeding taken, or penalty in- 
surrender at the next assizes for sentence. Appeal dismissed.—Counser curred under the said Order during or in respect of the time prior 
R. BE. Dummett; Sir R. D. Mui wd i l’. Snell Sonricrrors. 7'he to its suspension. 
sete of the Court of Criminal Appeal; The Director of Public 3 ae ey and notice shall take effect as from the seventh 
, , day of June bs ft 
(Reported by T. W. Monean. Barrister-at-Law.} : A. R. Duncan, Controller of Coal Mines 
: ard June (Gazette, 4th June 
Sir Thomas Raleigh, K.C.8.1 oY D.C.L., LL.D., of Holywell | 
street, Oxford, and of All Souls College, unsuccessful Liberal candidate Evie t 
for South Edinburgh in 1885 and v nionist candidate for West Edi RETAIL COAL PRICES DIRECTION AND NOTICE, 1920 
burgh 1888, Registrar of the Privy Council, 1896-9, Legal Member of . : 
the Viceroy’s Council of India, 1899-1904, Fellow of All Souls College In exercise of the powers conferred upon me by Article 19 of the 
and Reader in English Law in Oxford University, who died on Sth Re ail Coal Prices Order, 1917, | tow direct and give notice as 
February, aged 69, left estate of the gross value of £31,688 with net follows : ; ‘ed : Pe 
mage | £31,508. He left :—£1,500 to the Warden of All Souls 1. The operation of all the Articles of the said Order is abe 
ollege, Oxford, upon trust for some university or college purpose in suspended until further notice together with the functions thereby 
his discretion, and while expressing the wish that such might be used a to local authorities. , 
for the endowment of a Research Fellow, he expressly declared that This direction and notice shall not affect or prejudice any 
such wish 18 not to bind the Warden in any way or to fetter his discre- etter or thing done or suffered, proceeding taken, or penalty in- 
tion. £100 to the Domestic Bursar of All Souls College, Oxford, for curred under the said Order during or in respect of the time pric 
such College servants as he may ¢ msider should share in the gift. £500 to Hs suspension. f th 
upon trust for each of his cousins Sir Walter Raleigh, Mrs Findlay, end | 5. — a and notice shall take effect as from the seven 
le a > ¥ day oft June, A. 
Janet Helen Farwig, for life with remainder as they may appoint ; A. B. Duncan, Controller of Coal Mines 





Subject to some other bequests he left the residue of his property 


equally between his brother and his three sisters 


3rd June {Gazette, 4th June 
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" WHOLESALE COAL PRICES DIRECTION AND NOTICE, 1920. 


In exercise of the powers conferred upon me by 


follows :— 


1. The operation of all the articles of the said Order is hereby | 


suspended until further notice 


2. This direction and notice shall not affect or prejudice any 


matter or thing done or suffered, proceeding taken, or penalty in- 


curred under the said Order poe B or in respect of the time prior 


to its suspension. 


This direction and notice shall take effect as from the seventh 


day of June, 1920 
A. R. Duncan, Controller of Coal Mines 
3rd June. [Gazette, 4th Jane. 
DEFENCE OF THE REALM 
Tue Sate or Coat (I Recanp) Orper, 1920 
1. The operation of the Sale of Coal (Ireland) Order, 1919, is hereby 
suspended until further notice. 


2. This Order may be cited as the Sale of Coal (Ireland) Order, 1920, 


and shall have effect as from the seventh day of June, 1920 
3rd June. (Gazette, 4th June 


THE PROFITEERING ACTS, 1919 anp 1920, ORDER (No. 7) 

(Recital. } 

Now, therefore, the Board of Trade do hereby declare that the articles 
of food set out in the Schedule annexed hereto are articles of a kind in 
common use by the public, and do hereby order that section 1 of the 
Profiteering Act, 1919 (9 and 10 Geo. 5, c. 66), as amended by the 
rrofiteering (Amendment) Act, 1920 (10 and 11 Geo. 5, c. 13), shall 
apply to each article of food specifically mentioned in the Schedule 
hereto. 

This Order shall come into force as from the 4th day of June, 1920, 
and may be cited as the Profiteering Acts, 1919 and 1920, Order (No. 7) 

2nd June. 

SCHEDULE. 
The following articles of food (included in this Schedule by agreement 


with the Food Controller) :- 


40. Cream. 
41. Bread. 
42. Brill, halibut, mackerel, salmon, soles, slips, trout, turbot 
and fresh herrings. 
. Cocoa mixture and cocoa powder 
44. Jam, jelly and marmalade 


45. Flour. 





Article 8 of the 
Wholesale Coal Prices Order, 1917, I now direct and give notice as | 





DHE PROFITEERING ACTS, 1919 anv 1920 ORDER (No. 8). 
Sage ] 


Now, therefore, the Board of Trade do hereby declare that the articles 
set out in the Schedule annexed hereto are articles of a kind in commen 
; use by the —. and do hereby order that section 1 of the Profiteerin 
Act, 1919 (9. & 10 Geo. 5, c. 66), as amended by the Profiteering (amend 
ment) Act, 1920 (10 & 11 Geo. 5, ¢. 13) shall apply to each article or 
class of articles mentioned in the Schedule hereto, © 

This Order shall come into force as from the 7th day of June, 1920, 
and may be cited as the Profiteering Acts, 1919 and 1920, Order (No. 8). 

4th June 

SCHEDULE.* 
R. ‘Coal, Coke and Manufactured Fuels. 


Ministry of Food Orders, 
rHE RATIONING ORDER, 1918. 


rene ral Lu ence 


1. On and after the 3lst May, 1920, any butter or margarine may be 
btained and supphed free from the restrictions imposed by or under 
the above Order (S.R. & O., Nos. 894 and 1318 of 1918 

2. The Statutory Rules and Orders specified in the First Column of 
the Schedule hereto are hereby revoked as on the 31st May, 1920, to the 
extent specified in the Second Column of the Schedule, but without pre- 
judice to any proceedings in respect of any contravention thereof, 
19th May 
SCHEDULE 

Second Column. 


Extent to which revoked. 


First Column 
Name of Order 
S.R. & O. No. 979 of 1919. Direc. Clauses 2, 3, 4 and 5. 
tions dated the 6th August, 1919, 
and issued under the Butter (Dis 
tribution) Order, 1917, and the 
Rationing Order, 1918 


| SR. & O. No. 151 of 1920. Direc. So far as they relate to Govern- 


tions relating to sugar and butter, ment Butter. 


dated 4th February, 1920, and 


| issued under the Rationing Order, 


1918 
S.R. & O. No. 152 of 1920. Direc- So far as they relate to Govern 
tions for Catering Establishmenta ment Butter. 
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cure muft bea rade, «— 
ye all the E lernenus fs hay made , 

They're righe that gull ws mith § Dread of Fire, 
| for fear’ makes Greater Fouts, than Fond Defire. 


Satirical Playing Card, 
Published in 1720. 














1720—1920. 


In 1720 primitive methods for ex- 
tinguishing fire went side by side with 
primitive methods of Fire Insurance, but 
during an existence of two hundred 
years the Royal Exchange Assurance 
has gathered unrivalled experience for 


the benefit of its policy-holders, 


Assets exceed 410,500,000. 










For information regarding all classes of Insurance, apply to 
THE ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE, Royal Exchange, LONDON, E.C, 3, 
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Second Column. 
Extent to which revoked. 


First Column. 

Name of Order 
and Institutions, dated 4th leb 
ruary, 1920, and issued under th: 
Rationing Order, 1918 
S.R. & O. No. 467 of 1920. Direo So far as they relate to Govern 
‘ions dated 29th March, 1920, and ment Butter. 
issued under the Rationing Order, 


1918. 
THE CANNED MEAT (NETT WEIGHTS) ORDER, 1918 


General Licence 

On and after the 19th May, 1920, until further notice, canned meat 

may be sold or offered or exposed for sale or delivered free from the 

restrictions imposed by the above Order (S.R. & O., No. 598 of 1918). 
19th May. 


NOTICE OF REVOCATION. 
In exercise of the powers conferred upon him by the Defence of the 
Realm Regulations and of all other powers enabling him in that behalf, 
the Food Controller hereby revokes as on the 24th May, 1920, the Im- 
ported Cheese (Retail Prices) Order, 1919, and the Directions, dated the 
4th December, 1919, and issued under the Cheese (Distribution) Order, 
1918 {S.R. & O., Nos. 642 and 1872 of 1919; 8.R. & O., No. 1798 of 
1919), but without prejudice to any proceedings in respect of any con- 
travention thereof 
2ist May. 








Societies. 
Society of City and Borough Clerks of the Peace. 


The twenty-eighth annual meeting was held at Northampton, on the 
27th May, Mr. Shoosmith (Northampton) in the chair. Several points 
of practice were discussed, including women jurors, solicitor’s costs, &c 
The following officers were elected for the ensuing year :—President, 
Mr. F. B. Harris (Nottingham); vice-president, Mr. A. H. Sherwood 
(Reading); treasurer, Mr. A. Copson Peake (Leeds); hon. secretary, 
Mr. Francis Ogden (Manchester). 

Committee.—Mr. Barker (Grimsby), Mr 
Chapman (Burton-on-Trent), Mr. Craven 
Day (Maidstone), Dr. Woodhouse (Hull) 


Brogden (Lincoln), Mr. J. B 
(Sunderland), Mr. W. H 


Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The monthly meeting of the Directors of this Association was held 
at the Law Society's Hall, Chancery-lane, on the 10th inst., Mr. T. 8. 
Curtis in the chair, the other Directors present being Sir Richard S 
Taylor and Messrs. W. E. Gillett, C. Goddard, L. W. North Hickley, 
E. F. Knapp-Fisher, R. W. Peole and J. F. Rowlatt £505 was 
awarded to poor and deserving €ases, six new members were admitted, 
and other general business was transacted. 





Law Association. 
ANNUAL GENERAL COURT. 

The annual general court of the Law Association (for the benefit of 
widows and families of solicitors in the metropolis and vicinity) was 
held on Monday, the 3ist ult., at the Law Society's Hall, Mr. T. H 
Gardiner (treasurer) taking the chair. Among those present were Mr. 
E. B. V. Christian, Mr. F. W. Emery, ‘Mr. P. E. Marshall, Mr. A. E 
Pridham, Mr. W. M. Woodhouse (directors), Mr. F. 1H. Butcher, Mr. 
J. A. Brookhouse, Mr. ©. 8S. Courroux, Mr. William Jones, Mr. G. T 
Whiteley, and Mr. E. Evelyn Barron (secretary) 

The report of the directors stated that the expenses of the year had 
amounted to £325 1s., leaving a balance of £262 18s. 5d., which, with 
£219 7s. 7d. balance from 1919, made the net receipts for the year 
£24 862 6s. 8d. Thereout the Board had distributed £655 amongst 
eleven members’ cases, and £112 5s. amongst forty-six non-members’ 
cases, making the total relief granted £1,767 5s. £800 four per cent 
Funding Stock was bought in October, 1919, representing the invest 
ment of a legacy, and costing £625 12s. There remained a balance of 
£89 9s. towards the expenditure of the current year. Since the forma 
tion of the association in 1817 the relief granted to members and their 
families had amounted to £87,733 17s. 10d.. and to solicitors (non 
members) and their families £28,226 16s. 9d., making a grand total of 
£115,960 14s. 7d. Following the wish expressed at the last annual 
meeting, the grants to members and non-members had been materially 
increased. All applications for relief were carefully considered by the 
board of directors, after the circumstances of the applicants had been 
investigated by the secretary, and the amount and method of the pay- 
ment of the grants were fixed to secure as far as possible the greatest 
benefit to the recipients. During the past year endeavours had been 
made to increase the membership, and twenty-four new members had 
joined, of whom five were life members ; the net result, after allowing 
for deaths and resignations, was a total number of 531 members, of 
whom 151 -were life members. The membership did not, however, 
adequately represent the 4,500 London solicitors on the roll, and. 
having regard to the strong probability of an increase in the claims 
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special effort would be made by the members to induce their friends to 
join the association, in order that there might be no curtailment of the 
work. 

The Chairman, in moving the adoption of the report, directed the 
attention of the meeting to the increased amount which had been ex. 
pended in relief during the year, and referred particularly to the large 
number of applications from the widows and daughters of non-members 
which had been received. He also reported the receipt and investment 
of a legacy of £500 from the executors of the late Mr. Salamon. He 
expressed his satisfaction that the report shewed a small addition to 
the number of members, but observed that there was still great need 
for a much larger increase, so that the requirements of the association 
might be met, and also that the solicitors of London might be ade 
quately represented on the membership of the association. The board 
deeply regretted the death of their president, Lord Swinfen, 
who was elected only at the last annual meeting, and had therefore 
served the office for less than a twelvemonth. He was glad‘ to be able 
to state that Lord Justice Younger had consented to succeed Lord 
Swinfen as president, 

The motion having been unanimously agreed to, 

The board or directors were re-elected, and Mr. Spencer Whitehead 
and Mr. Gardiner were re-elected treasurers 


Women as Auctioneers. 


In the Chancery Division, on Tuesday, says the 7'imes, a petition of 
the Auctioneers’ and Estate Agents’ Institute of the United Kingdom 
came before Mr. Justice Astbury, to confirm an alteration of the meino 
randum of association of the institute so as to provide for the admission 
of women as members. 

Mr. H. C. Bischoff, who appeared in support of the petition, said 
that this alteration was deemed essential by the council and members of 
the institute, in view of the Sex Disqualification (Removal) Act, 1919 
(9 & 10 Geo. 5, c. 71) The main object of the institute, as now 
proposed, would be to provide a central organization for auctioneers, 
estate agents, and valuers, ‘‘ both men and women.”’ The object of the 
benevolent fund would be (clause 3 e of the memorandum) “to assist 
necessitous members, any of the children or other dependent kindred of 
deceased members, and the widows of members.”’ 

His lordship : Why are poor widowers to be left out? 

Mr. Bischoff said that neither the governors nor the members wished 
the fund to be for the benefit of widowers. 

His lordship then made an order confirming the alteration, subject to 
a letter of consent from the Board of Trade.—Solicitors.—Messrs. Nor- 
ton, Rose, & Co 











on the association in the future, the directors earnestly hoped that a 


W. WHITELEY, LTD. 


AUCTIONEERS, 
EXPERT VALUERS AND ESTATE AGENTS 


QUEEN’S ROAD, LONDON, W., 2. 





VALUATIONS ror PROBATE, 


ESTATE DUTY, SALE, FIRE INSURANCE, ETC. 





AUCTION SALES EVERY THURSDAY, 


{VIEW .ON WEDNESDAY, 
IN 


LONDON’S LARGEST SALEROOM. 


Poms No. : PARK ONE (40 Linms) TeLuenaus: “WHITELEY LONDOR,’ 
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Companies. 
Alliance Assurance Company (Limited). 


The annual general court of the Alliance Assurance Co. (Limited) was 
held on the 2nd inst., at the head office, Bartholomew-lane, E.C., Mr 
C. E. Barnett (deputy-chairman) presiding in the unavoidable absence 
of the chairman. 

The chairman referred with regret to the loss which the board had 
sustained by the death of two of its members, Mr. F. A. Bevan and 
Mr. Robert Lewis. They had been fortunate in securing as directors 
Mr. F. ©. Goodenough (chairman of Barclay’s Bank) and Mr. Alfred 
F. Buxton, also a banker of large experience. Proceeding to deal with 
the business for the year under review, he said: You will have noted 
that the new business in the life department shews a very satisfactory 
increase. It exceeded £2,700,000, of which #370,000 was reassured with 
other offices, and is more than half a million in excess of the previous 
highest total, which was reached in 1913. Premiums on new policies, 
after reassurance, amounted to £102,000 net. The experience, so far 
as we have gone this year, is encouraging from this poimt of view. 
The mortality experience last year was favourable, the actual claims 
being only 71 per cent. of the expectation. There is one branch of life 
assurance which we should like to see extended, and that is deferred 
assurances for children. The value of these assurances is not suffi 
ciently or widely enough understood and recognized. The fire premium 
income continues to rise, the increase being £80,364 over that of the 
previous year. This is mostly due to the revision of existing insurances 
to cover the increased costof building and of commodities of all kinds 
The importance of revising their policies has been brought to the notice 
of the company’s policy-holders, but there are many who still neglect 
this obvious precaution. Fire insurance rates have not been raised 
apd from what they were before the war. Increases in rates which 
ave been made have been due to the bad experience in some particular 
classes of risk, such as cotton and other manufacturing risks; but none 
have been made to meet the constantly expanding cost of conducting 
the business. There is a serious addition to the expenses of working 
the business due to the higher cost of materials generally and also to 
the increased remuneration of the staff. On the marine account, the 
premiums, owing to the termination of war conditions, naturally shew 
a considerable decrease (£440,000). Competition is very keen, and 
great care and discrimination have to be exercised in the acceptance 
of risks. The fund now amounts to £1,778,000. 

In the persona! accident, employers’ liability, and miscellaneous in 
surance accounts we see a substantial increase in premiums, but for 
various reasons the available profit is rather less. The insurance com 
panies (by arrangement with the Government) have accepted respon 
sibility for the increased compensation under the Workmen's Compen 
sation (War Addition) Amendment Act, 1919, to employees disabled as 
a result of accidents sustained before the Act came into force, and in 
consequence an increase in the provision for outstanding claims has had 
to be made. As regards fresh claims, it is anticipated that the enhanced 
cost will be met by an additional charge, which 1s being made in respect 
of all workmen’s compensation insurances except domestic servants’ 
policies. The companies have also arranged with the Government for 
disabled soldiers, sailors, and airmen to be insured by employers at 
normal rates. 

We have taken over the business of the Bankers’ Guarantee Trust, 
insuring fidelity of bank clerks on terms which we think will prove to 
be satisfactory, and we are getting a fair amount of new business in 
this connection. We have also made arrangements to take over the 
business of the Colonial and Foreign Banks Guarantee Corporation, 
which will be transferred to the Alliance as from July 1 next. We 
have every reason to anticipate good results from the acquisition of this 
old business. 

In common with all large institutions, we have had to write off a 
large sum on account of depreciation in our securities. Taxation we 
all know too much about, and I need not enlarge on that source of 
trouble. Expenses shew a considerable increase, mainly owing to the 
necessity of enabling the members of our staff to meet the enhanced 
cost of ——e That is an expense which I know will not be grudged 
by any shareholder in this company, whetner present at this meeting or 
not. In spite of these drawbacks, we are able slightly to increase the 
carry forward on profit and loss account. We also, I am pleased to say, 
see our way to pay you 2s. per share more in the shape of dividend. At 
our meeting last year the question was raised, = the chairman pro 
mised that the néatter should receive full consideration. That the 
board have given, and have decided, in view of our strong position, 
that we are pase in giving effect to the wishes of the shareholders 
without further delay 

The report and accounts were adopted. 





At Oxford Assizes last Saturday, before Mr. Justice A. T. Lawrence. 
the trial was concluded of Albert Ernest Mace, solicitor, of Chipping 
Norton, who was charged with fraudulently converting trust moneys to 
his own use. The jury found the prisoner guilty, and recommended 
him to mercy on the ground of the involved state of the business when 
he took it over after the death of his father. Mr. Justice A. T. Law- 
rence said that a plainer and less defensible case was impossible to 
imagine. He passed ‘sentence of three years’ penal servitude. 






















LLOYDS BANK 
LIMITED. 


—— 


HEAD OFFICE: 


71, LOMBARD STREET, EC. 3. 


(3ist December, 1919.) 
CAPITAL SUBSCRIBED - £58,878,400 
CAPITAL PAID UP - - 9,420,544 
RESERVE FUND - «+ 9,675,105 
DEPOSITS, &. - - ~- 325,938,436 
ADVANCES, &c. - + 135,763,591 

AFFILIATED BANKS: 


THE NATIONAL BANK OF SCOTLAND LIMITED. 
THE LONDON AND RIVER PLATE BANK LIMITED. 


AUXILIARY: 
LLOYDS AND NATIONAL PROVINCIAL FOREIGN BANK LIMITED, 












































Legal News, 


Appointment. 


Mr. Henry Parerson Gisnornt has been appointed a Justice of the 
Peace for the county of London. Mr. Gisborne was admitted in 1912, 
and is a candidate for election to the Council of the Law Society. 


Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions, 


Tuomas Cuartes and Geratp Marmapuke pe Lanoport DaYRELe, 
solicitors (Messieurs Charles & Dayrell), 67, Moorgate-street, London. 
Jan. 31. So far as concerns the said Gerald Marmaduke de Langport 
Dayrell, who retires from the said firm, The said Thomas Charles 
will continue to carry on the said business under his own name 


James Lane Brooks, Stpney Lauriston Buttock, and Arruur Hvuen 
SHERwoop, solicitors (Lamb, Brooks, Sherwood, & Bullock), Odiham, 
Basingstoke, Aldershot and Reading. May 31. The said James Lane 
3rooks and Sidney Lauriston Bullock will continue to practise under 
the stvle of Lamb, Brooks. & Bullock, at Odiham, Basingstoke, and 
Aldershot, and the said Arthur Hugh Sherwood will continue to prac 
tise in his own name at Reading 

IGJazette, June 8 


——— 


General. 


Mr. James Craven, of Elmhurst, Nooklands, Fulwood, near Preston, 
Lancs, an ex-alderman and ¢x-mayor of Preston, head of James Craven 
& Sons, solicitors, Winckley-street, left estate of gross value £8,858. 

Mr. George Broke Freeman of Hasland, Grosvenor-road, Bourne 
mouth, Hants, who for many years practised at the Chancery Bar, son 
of Archdeacon Freeman, of Wester, left £50 to the Hospital for the 
Paralysed and Epileptic, Queen-square, left estate of gross value 
£21,775. P 

Lord Sands, in the Court of Session at Edinburgh on the 4th inst., 
passed some sharp criticism regarding the profits from the purchase of 
wood disclosed in an action for breach of contract. His lordship said 


the statement of the claim gave food for reflection. ‘‘ A profit of 
£47,500 on a £10,000 purchase takes one's breath away—at all events 
one’s pre-war breath,’’ he added. ‘‘ It is certainly amazing if under 


what professed to be a system of Government control such things were 
possible. One may perhaps surmise that it must have been the existence 
of the Excess Profits Tax which prevented the control, effectively exer- 
cised over the sale and purchase of growing timber from proprietors, 
being so exercised over the sales and purchase of the felled wood.” 


A proposal that the status of Reading College should be raised to that 
of a university received strong support at a meeting held at the college 
on Wednesday. Colonel Leslie Wilson, M.P., said that since its founda- 
tion in 1892 the college had made phenomenal progress. Fifteen hun 
dred students from all parts of the Kingdom and from oversea were 
now in attendance. It was unjust that the college should be dependent 
on the external degree system, which handicapped its development, par- 
ticularly in regard to the faculties of agriculture and horticulture, for 
which it was famed. Professor W. M. Geldart, Vinerian Professor of 
English Law at Oxford University, said that the college was well quali- 
fied by its past work to enjoy the status of a university, and his col- 
leagues at Oxford had nothing but good will.for the proposal. 
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Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
Date EMERGENCY APPEAL CouRTt Mr. Justice 
, RoTa. No. 1. Eve. SARGANT} 
Monday, June 14 Mr. Bloxam Mr. Synge Mr. Jolly Mr. Farmer 
Tuesday . - 15 Borrer Bloxam Synge Jolly 
Wednes day wo Ww Goldschmidt sorrer Bloxam Synge 
Thursday .... 17 Leach Goldschmidt horrer Bloxam 
Priday........ 18 Charch Leach Goldschmidt Borrer 
Saturday .... 19 Farmer Charch Leach Goldschmidt 


Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice P. 0, Mr Justice 
ASTBURY PETERSON. LAWRENCE. RUSSELL, 
Monday, June 14 Mr. Leach Mr. Borrer Mr. Church Mr. Goldschmidt 
Tuesday ...... 15 Charch Goldschmidt Farmer Leach 
Wednesday.... 16 Farmer Leach Jolly Church 
Thursday .... 17 Joliy Church Synge Farmer 
Sl ecancece Be Synge Farmer Sloxam Jolly 
Saturday .... 19 Bloxam Jolly Borrer Synge 


Mr. Justice 


Date. 





Winding-up N otices. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liurrep 1s OmANcERY. 
London Gazetti Fripar, June 4 


Westraw Steim TRAWLING Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before July 
send their names and addresses, with particulars of their debt: r claim 
Frederick Hawkins Ware, 7, Unity-st., Bristol unlator 

Jonas Giover, Lrp. (Is Votrntany Ligvipation).—Creditors are required 
efore July 8, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
debts or claims, to Mr. Harry Douglas Leather, East Parade-chmbrs 
liquidator 

ANe.o.Scorrisn Trapixe Cornporatios, Lrp.—Creditors are required 
July 31, t l im the ind addresses. with 1 ticulars of their debts or 
claims, to Charles Leopold Ke ttridge, 1, London Wall-bidgs., liquidator. 

TaLsor Strap Trae Co Lap I~ Votuntany Li@uipaTion Creditors are required 
on or before July 7, to send their names and address and the perticulare of 
their debts or « me, t ‘Mr Georg: Robert Ridsdea Miijand Bank-chmbrs., 
Bridge-st Walsall, liquidator 

Poureleer CaHatK Quarries, Ltp.—Creditors are qu ‘ or before July 16, to send 
their name and addresses im] the particulars of their debts or claims, to Sir 
Frank Brown. Finkle« ibrs Stockton ees, quidator 

Atsent Merrat, Leap.—Cre s are required before June 30, to send in their 
names and addresses ‘ particulars of ¢ ‘ s or claims, to Douglas 
Johnston, 1, Broad Street-pl., Liquidator 

Hotsorn Mereas TD ‘ ors are required, on ¢ re Jun ” 
their names and address th particulars of their « ts or claims 
Johnston, 1, Broad Street-pl., liquidator 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
1 lon Gazette FRIDAY Tt ‘ 

Saunders & Partners t I A. Chamberlair td 
Viking Oil Fielde Co., ! D. Matthew & Son, Ltd 
Roberson, Lark & ( , William Taylor, Ltd 
Cheshunt Cinema ¢ ! An sh Tradit 
Union Emigrants A st Ltd 

LAd St. James’ Hall (Cinema 
Nuroads, Ltd Jonas Glover, Ltd 
Electric Smelting C« < Jacob & Partners (Port 
5. D. Investment Synd Ltd Purfleet Chalk Quarries 
San Juan Mines (Argent t Jamu Hague & Co., Ltd 
Yorkshire Mouldings stern Steam Trawling 
Avondale Property ( I Sidaway, Ltd 


Colne Amusement nal Meat Products, 

Popular Bioscoy« ate t eltys, Ltd 

Silba Steamship C« pstone hk ol 

Anglo-Continental en Vorks edit Foncier of Mauritius 
Ltd lborn tual, Ltd 

Page & ( Ltd ris le Hall ( Ltd 

Japanese Explk : I vert Mutual, Lte 


Co., Ltd 





Creditors’ Notices. 


Under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day or CLaim 
London Gazette.—Tvtspar, June 8 


Covsins, Emm, Eastbourne. July 12. Cousins v. Hall. Sargant, J. Frederick 
Henry Stepley, Bank-chmbrs., Eastbourne . 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Dar or Ctarm. 
London Gazette—Fripar, May 8. 


Autes, Henny, Lee, Warehouseman June 30. Sturton & Sturton, 74, Great 
lower-st 

Arriesy, Resecea, Littleport, Grocer. June 24. George A. Wootten, Littleport. 

Bert, Amy Evisasera, Hampetead. June 28. Emmet & Co., 14, Bloomabury carl 

oa, —-~ eee, Herne Bay. June 15. Fairchild, Greig & Co., 1, New-sq., 
incon « nn 

Ooatsy, Jonny, Birmingham, Fitter. July 12. Philip Baker & Co., Birmingham. 

Ooorrn, Hensexr, Salticy, Birmingham. July 12. Philip Baker & Co., Bir- 
mingham E 

Davies, THomas Hant, St. Heliers, Jersey. June 20. ©. B. W Ogilvie 

Piemine, Manta Etizaseru, Cambericy. June 30. Kirby. Millett & Ayscough, 2 
and 3, The Sanctuary, Westminster eu ¢ ’ 

Grant. Nort, Rear-Admiral, C.B.. R.N., Edgware, Herts June 30. Batten & Co 

e 13, Victoria-st., Westminster. , 

ROUND WATER, SAMUEL, ath. June 9. A. H. Thompen urnemouth 

Hantiex, Writs Krivper, Ashton-under-Lyne, Plumber. eg oo & 

Pownall, Aehtonaunder-Lyne. 





THE BRITISH LAW 


INSURANCE COMPANY, LIMITED, 
5, LOTHBURY, LONDON, zE.Cc. 2 
(with Branches throughout the United Kingdom). 


FIRE, FIDELITY GUARANTEE, 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY, PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 
BURGLARY, THIRD PARTY, MOTORS, LIFTS, BOILERS, 
PROPERTY OWNERS’ INDEMNITY, LOSS of PROFITS 

due to FIRE, GLASS BREAKAGE, LIVE STOCK. 


Gentlemen in a position = bs ey oy Business are invited to undertake Agencies 
thin the United Kingdom. 


DAVID M. LINLEY Manager. 





LAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY 


LIMITED, 
No. 15, LINCOLN’S . FIELDS, LONDON, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1863. 

apital Stock ... wee one Gee £400,000 

Debenture Stock pos one - £331,130 
REVERSIONS PURCHASED. ADVANCES MADE THEREON 
Forms of Proposal and full information can be obtained at the Society's Office. 
G. H, MAYNE, Secretary. 





Hanver, Joun~ Correnttt, Bournemouth. July 15. French & Haines, Boscombe, 
Bournemveuth. 

Hruecerx, P. E. J., Liverpoo:, Cotton Broker. Aug. 1. Banks, Kendal! & Taylor, 
Live rpool 

Jones, CaTHenine Jane, Stretford. July 13. David Cohen & Isitt, Manchester. 

Kennett, Emity, Tulse Hill. June 12. saytons, 29, Badge-row, Cannon-st 

Krxeuam, Etizapera ANN, Hastings. June 30 Young, Coles & Langdon, 
Hastings 

Kirsy, Karaerine, Millbrook, Southampton. June 30. Kirby, Millett & Ayecough, 
2 and 3, The Sanctuary, Westminster 

LANCKENAU, Jonun Dowsert, Stoke Newington. July 9. Verrall & Sons, Worthing, 
Sussex. 

Lawrence, Cristian Witttam, Andoversford. June 30. Carr, Seott, Smith & 
Hawks, 325, High Holborn. 

LAWRENCE, ALicr, Andoversford. June 30. Carr, Scott, Smith & Hawks, 325, High 
Hobborn. 

Lovetock, THomas Epear, Clapham Common. June 30. St. Barlx Sladen & 
Wing, 7, Queen Anne's-gate, Westminster. 

Macuty, Jostas, Buglawton, Farmer. June 30. R. Heaton & Son, Burslem, Staffe 

Meptey, Henry Francis, Westbourne Park, Stock Jobber. July 15. Stephen A 
Jones, 19, Ludgate-hill 

Moxt-Norrir, Major Grornce Epwarp, Queen's-gate, Kensington. June 30 
Murray, Hutchins & Co., 11, Birchin-lane. 

Motrxevx, Epwarp Taomas, Southport. July 1. 0. Collier Littler, Manchester 

Otrver, Groretna Susi, Wer, Belgium. June 2 Tatham & Lousada, 16, Old 
Broad-st 

Patrixsox, JonaTnan, Bardon Mill, Northumberland, Farmer. June 2. Cooper & 
Goodger, Newoastle-on-Tyne. 

Puarer, Emity, Ibford. July 1. Neve, Thompson & Jevons, Tonbridge 

Ponsonsy, Barsara Eten, Cumberland. Jaly 9. Brockbank, Helder & Ormrod, 
Whitehaven. 

Rayxp, James, Northampton, Farmer. June 14. Fairfax & Barfield, Banbury 

Rees, Jane, Glandovey, Cardigan. June 14. Hugh Hughes, Aberyetwrt 

Srevenoakes, CaTnertne Mary, Ashford. June 30. Dale & Newhury, Staines. 

Suita, Groner Grprox, Dearlaston. June 30. Joseph Corbett, Darlaston 

Soames, Daxter Rosert, Kilburn. July 1. King, Adams, Cotton, Voysey & Mac- 
min, 15, Dowgate-hill, Cannon-st. 

Swrrt, Hervey, Prescot. June 2. R. W. H. Thomas, St. Helens. 

Tomas, Grace Mason, Lianiehen, Glam. June 28. Linton & Son, Cardiff 

Tuner, Caaries, Manchester. July 1. O. Collier Littler. Manchester 

Warre. Frorence Amr, Kingston-on-Thames. June 14. George C. Carter & Co., 
Kineston-on-Thames 

Wootr, Harry Montser, Potter's Bar. July 8. J. A. Marsden Popple 
St. Thomas Apostle. 


14, Great 


London Gazette.—-Trrspay, June 1 


Baritss, Sanam Any, Birkenhead. July 3. Duncan, Oakshott, Baxter & Chevalier, 
Liverpool. 

Beate, Witttam Epurnp, Eastbourne. Jane 21. Coles & James, Easthourne. 

Bestwick, Jawes Ernest, Ilkeston, Lace Maker. July 10. F. Smith Bryan, Not 
tingham. 

Brereton, E.rzasera Anna, Lavender-hill. July 1. J. Eyre Poppleton, Pontefract. 

Brices, Fren. Longsight, Manchester, Timekeeper. June 28. Douglas Houstoun, 
Duchy of Lancaster Office. 

Brovertox, Ricwarp, Cambridge. June 24. Ollard & Ollard, March 

Bovry, THomas WILLIAM, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Shipping Agent. July 14. Wilkin- 
son & Marshall, Newonstle-upon-Tyne 

> Lox, Hainault, Belgium, Advocate. June 30. M. Greenwood, 26, Ely-pl., 

olborn. 
Carrerr, Epwasp, Manchester. June 28. Douglas Houstoun, Duchy of Lancaster 
ice. 

OCraspen, THowas, Sunderland. June 30. Botterel] & Roche. Sunderland 

Ciauper, Many, Hempstead. July 8. Scadding & Bodkin, 23, Gordon-t., 
Gordon-sq. 

Corretz, Ewa, Sidoup. June 30. Nicholson & Crouch, 17, Surrey-st., Strand. 

Cnosstaxp, Frenerick, Bolton. June 90. T. H. Forshaw, Bolton. 

Carne, Gasnistze, Kensington-gore. July 1. Rowe & Maw, Amberley House, Nor- 
folk-st., Strand. 

Drarsow, Evrsaserm, Canterbury. Jane 30. Vanchan Page, Canterborr. 

Fast woop, Etraasera, Tlingworth. Jaly-10. W. H. Boocock & Son, Halifax. 

Fertowrs, Roserr, Norfolk. June 24. J. Wilson Gilbert & Co., Norwich. 
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FuawaGan, Anwiz, Liverpool, Damestic Servant. June 28 Douglas Houstoun, {| Pete, Wittiam Hatt, Sidmouth. June 30. Nicholl, Manisty & Co., 1, Howard-st, 
Duchy of Lancaster Office. Strand 
Furtrcmre, Witt, Nottingham. July 10. Frank Searby, Alfreton Price, MaRTHa, Ducis L. Its bm y 7 2 ron & +. a, Annan 4 S Its 
Fowts, Anravr, Gravesend. July 5. Cyril C. Couves, Gravesend Pixe, Georer, Ducis, Its uly 7 jixon & Mason, Pewsey, Wilts 
Giuseet, Metvina, Cheltenham. June &. Rickerby & Co., Cheltenham RAVEN HILL, E.is#, Newick, Sussex. June 3. Murray, Hutchins & 4 LU, Birchin- 
Giover, Sir Jomn, Bishopszate. July 1. Wakeford, May, Woulfe & Gwyther, 37, jane , 
Bloomsbury-sq. Sanam, Lace Skinner's Bott ( nwal Ju m0 E. Laurence Carlyon, 
Goxicx, Frepericx, Poplar. July 10. Rawle, Johnstone & Co., 1, Bedford-row Trur 
Hagpy, Louis Rosst, Devonport. June 30. Murray, Hutchins & Co., I, Birchin SIMONs, a Moorr, Meppersha Builder July 1 Wade & Jackson, 
lane. She rd, Beds 
Haneisox, Marr Etiza, High-st.. Bloomeabury. July 5. W. E. Kersey, Ipswich SKERTCH)Y, SYpNey ALFRED Rackstrow, Syden ». M Engineer. June 30 
Harman, Jom~w James, Teigamouth. July 5. Hutchings & Kennaway, Teignmouth Cave, Darch, Crickn & Rundle, 20, Eastchea 
Hewitr, Davip Basi, Tooting Bec Common. Jaly 7. Theodore Goddard & Cx —, VEARioS Sane, Ge dl Chffs, Dorset. June 30. C. J. & C. D. Lacey, 
10, Serjeants’-inn. ORLY NIN 
Hixpitr, Goorrer Cuariss, Chiewick Mall. July 5. Biddl Thorne, Welsford & | STIDOLTH Hexr Her Ba June 30. Teen & Son, Faversham 
Gait, B, Aldermanbury. TURNER, Mary, Hebbur Dur June 3 J. H. & H. F. Rennoldsen, South 
Hore, Jostra (antes, Skinner's Bottom, Cornwall, Cattle Dealer. June & I Shields 
Laurence Carlyon, Truro. Wamsisy, Frorexct Mavp Marr, Le ton Spa, J 0 Overell & Son, Leam 
Herst, Cates, Cheadle. July 56. F. W. Ash, Stoke-upon-Trer ton Spa 
Hvrron, Hveg Monreomerts, Wagga Wagga, New uth Wales, Austra J 5. | WARLOW, Etizaseru, Act J 3. Trower, Still & ¢ ), New-eq., Lincoln's 
Crawley, Arnold & Oo., 1, Dean's-yard, Westminsts é inn : 
JOm@NSON, OHARLOTTE ALBERTA ELrovora, Walthamstow Jur 98. F. Svdnev Fx Woo H WRY mw CwARI Bat Iuly 7 ha reon & Co., Sandwich. 
Walthamstow. | Wrup, Rev. ( 1 Epwin Gro ( m, Wilts. J 7. Dixon & Mason, 
Kipp, Henry, Kirton, Lincoln. July 6. Staniland & Son Boston. Lir Pow W 
Kouwz, Cuartes Gamartet, Cheltenham. June Rickerby & ( Chelten i : — 
Lorges, Jose, St. Nicolan, Cape Verde Islar ‘ourier. July 1. & larbe, Slad : , 
Dt ee aieene Mama t. Bar | VALUATIONS FOR INSURANCE.—It is very essential that all 
Ba % : gate stm inst: ; ’ y es 
Lyxcw, Stre#ex, South Norwood-hill, Barrister-at-Law. J 1. Frank B. Wr | Policy Holders should have a detailed valuation of their effects. Pro- 
; son, 35, Cannon-t. perty is generally very inadequately insured, and in case of loss insurers 
Z : . m , " Jul 1 Ja all t } - . j 
La, Games Wiittmm, Saltley, Birmingham. July nes Hall Wright, B suffer accordingly DEBENHAM, STORR, & SONS (LIMITED), 
Mavp, Witt1am Rosert, Pontefract. Yorks. June 29. Cart Rentk LG | 26, King-street, Covent-garden, W.C. 2, the well-known valuers and 
Pontefract | chattel auctioneers (established over 100 years), have a staff of Expert 
McArricr. Lucy Mary, Parkstone. July 7. Marsden, Burnet, Faithfull & Davy, | Valuers, and will be glad to advise those desiring valuations for any 
ll, Henrietta-st., Cavendish-sa | . . > - 
Newton, Evizapern Jane, Catford. July 15. James & Charles Dodd Catfor | purpose. Jewels, plate, furs, furniture, works of art, bric-d-brac; a 
Peck, Samcet, Goole, Campesitor. July 17. W. T. Silvester. Goole. York speciality.—[Apvrt. 
- | ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED : ; Pre . 
an ruptcy otices. MOTTeERSHALL, ERwnest. N ngha I Warel . BS, BOSRT COURTS : wt June 3 at 
: man. Nottinghar \ _™M 1, 1992 Ar 290. Off ne 124, Mar OF | Brighton 
London Gazette.—Fripar, May 21 May 14, 1920 aan, Jostrn Mus “soa ee wnereean ae 
ADIUDICATIONS Rerp, Freperick Loris. G uM mn Ant ] ‘ hanks . 9 
Bacoy, Cuartes Witrrtp, New Malden, Garage Cler Furnivure Dea} Worcest April 6; ° reese - nee 
Croydon. Pet. May 19. Ord. May 19 195. Annul. M , 1920 seg :. Jane $ at 1020 Of -_ 
Barper, Crrrran Denscomer Caagies P dill Higt . . . ' oe . 8 0 ”" we ounty 
Court. Pet. Nov. 19. Ord. May 18 London G tte.—T fay 2 Court Hall, Regent-st. (Eastgate entrance), Barns 
Davies, WiLtiam, Maesteg, Licensed Victualler. ( RECEIVING ORDERS _ ' 
diff. Pet. May %8& Ord. May 18 Connex, Josera Mreprira, ¢ le W (a G wp Howarp. K : ‘tu 12 
) - ‘’é Vl » houseman h rt Pot i “> Oo y Weat neter Brid 
Etaornover, ©. N. (Male High Court. Pet r & sem ign : . 
Ord. ‘to 18 ; ’ May TA G A nesbur St t re Tlaulier 
Finca, Ronatp Witttmm Epwarp Stanhop GARDNE! GERALD ow K vort Pet } t 2. OF. R oO | t.. Wolver 
Gloucester-rd Departmental Superintendent Jan. 29 Ord . -)) an. > 
Hie yh Court Pet. yril 13. Ord Mie 17 Hatt, Witntam Freperick, P t : Ne « t RAWAM Arrrep Oswatp, Ilfor Motor Engine 
Gissons, Stuts Keiru, Brighton, Merzhant. Bright Cardiff. Pet. May 26. O ! = yay Tat 1 14, Bedford-r 
Pet. April 21 Ord. Mav 18 Hoapex, Epear Grore Tony, ¢ Motor Jol smer. Epmwowp Cesar, Fenchurch «t., Merchant. Jane 3 
Goopw ri. Hevrr Carot St. Jam + Hich Cc ‘ Master Croydon Pr 1 O M 21 t » Bankr t bldws., Ca 
Pet. M arch 30. Ord Ma © JOHN rHomas, Pentre P M D . P t . WItLLtamM Mik Suff \ Fis 
Hawett, Joux, Kendal, Farmer Kendal. Pet r =<" comecyeee Por Pet. M 20 r r. J pat 13. Of. K 6, Princes-st 
April 14. Ord. May 19 Ord. ay 2 . ‘ 
Lanpav, Morris, and Lover Lanpat Clapton-sq I a meen JOSEPH SAM . eat Bir paas en Gr Epwarp, South Ker tor June 3 at 1 
Leather Goode Manufacturers High Court Pet naget otf n ! - Ur ane t m4 Carey 
April 29. Ord. May 19 ve, lay 23 ~. James Hewnr, W G June 3 at 
Marcus, Marts, East Ham, Wholesale Blouse Manufac- | M‘®ttx, Joserm Hex a 2.45. Court House, King's | 
turer. High Court. Pet. March 5. Ord. May 19 Dealer Truro and Fe Pet. M 20 
Morrat, Harotp Dovetas, Westbourr ‘ H Ord May 20. Es : ADJUDICATIONS 
Court. Pet. March 1. Ord. May 18 Mitts, Wester Strex Pox PRIDD. te G  « mo saits tneemeeatial i . ; 
Morris, Frevericx, Salford. Pianofort Tuner Sa » Merchant. G est a Pet Ma 21 0 I ; co - oc; x. ones a, ‘ L ewsacer 
ford. Pet. May 18. Ord. May 18 ALMER, ALBERT Svussi argate, J n Elect ws tg mo Bh ming . 

Sure WaAIdvER acorns M idenha ' Fisk cial Canterbury Pet. W ~ v 22 Host Epearn Groner Jouw, ( Motor J 
Bury St. Edmunds. Pet. May 17. Ord. Mary 17 Parrr, EpMonp Cesar, Fer r t.. M t. H M ter Croydon Pet. M al Ord, May 21 
Swinpett. Geores, Crookes, Sheffield, Puddler. 8 Court. Pet. April 12. O ' ” Joux, Thomas (trading as Tom Jos Pentre, Piano 

; “ , a 3 anel . : : | ond Mu Dealer Pontypr Yetradyfodwg and 
field rot. N x Oo ,y 18 HAW. Sipwey, Acocks G B r 
BP  &. hy &.. 7 ; Birmingham, Pet. May 2 May 20 Porth. Pet. May 20. Ord. May 20 
ILsuN, James Henry, Wishech. Grocer King's iu : 
Pet. May 18. Ord. May 18 Swow, Gry Epwarp, Sout K t i ( ‘ A CF Josern Samver Birminghar Manager 
Wriee, Davip Davy. Sheffield. Ss; » aad Wee Mar Pet. March 2%. Ord. M m” . B novham Pet. May 22. Or Va 99 
I YT, ff . & ¥ nu t Jost t nwal jeners 
facturer. Sheffield. Pet. April 27. Ord. M FIRST MEETINGS wee , ae fan ¥ in th P t. Ma 20. “Ord. 
Amended Notice substituted for that published t Bacon, Cuartes Wiirrrp, N (i ( M aan aie 7 
London Gazette of Feb. 20 Tune 1 at 11. 132, York-rd., West ter Br Mf » ; 
, ; pu ys J Mitts Wests Sr c, Mat } { , t 
Geren, } pric Caries. Cr mwell-rd. High Court. Pet Bexper, Caartes Watrr W ton, I Art ~ -s : — _ “ ,~ . — han 
lov > feb . ‘ ' » 9 + , or I t fs ‘ - 
. . a ae Psesap 2 : - 1s , Dealer. June 2 at 12 mt. J ' Parmer, Ataert Sussex, Mareat Journeyman. Ele 
Amended No substituted for that published the Wolverhamptor ra : Cantos Pet. M » Od. M ~ 
London Gazette of March 23 Biackstock, Exrzaseta, R Flint Gr : raps nh Me . 1a ~ = dies. 
Farrsarnns, Cuartes, Cavendishsq. High Court. Pet June » at 18 Cevot ep Be oris Smaw. Sipwer, Ac a Green, Birmir m, Engineer 
a S K i m. *Pet Va nm 0 Ml ~” 


Jan. 23. Ord. March 19 Chester 








THE LICENSES AND GENERAL INSURANCE Co,, L1o. 


CONDUCTING THE INSURANCE POOL or selected risks. 
FIRE, BURGLARY, LOSS OF PROFIT, EMPLOYERS’, FIDELITY, GLASS, 


MOTOR, PUBLIC LIABILITY, etc., etc. 
Non-Mutual except in respect of PROFITS which are distributed annually to the Policy Holders. 


THE POOL COMPREHENSIVE FAMILY POLICY at 4/6 per cent. is the mest complete Policy ever offered to householders. 
THE POOL COMPREHENSIVE SHOPKEEPERS’ POLICY Covers all Risks under One Document for One Inclusive Premium, 


LICENSE SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS 
Suitable Clauses for Insertion in Leases and Mortgages of 
INSURANCE. ~~ Licensed "eae ssttled by ea will te sent on ntiae: 


For Further Information write: VICTORIA EMBANKMENT (next Temple Station), W.C.<. 
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Amended Notice substituted for that published in the | Davies, Jomw Rosenr (Sen.), and JOHN Roserr 


London Gesette of Feb. D Davits (Ju~x.), Heywood, Lance, Cotton Merchante« . 
Hitnros James Rosser Howanp (known s Jouw~ Bolton Pet. May 15. Ord. May @ DR BARNARDO - 
Howarny Histon), Orchard Cottage, inge t Fiercuer, Hanotp Witt, Barnsley, Yorks, Tobse s 
Wigan, in the county of Lancaster. Collie ’ comnist. Barnsley. Pet. April 19. Ord. May 20. 
r. Wigan. Pet. Nov. 24. Ord. Feb. 17 Fonarst, Epwarp James Forsrra, Byfleet. High HOMES 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED Court. Pet. Feb. 11. Ord. April 16 


Davumorp, Cartes Hewky, Grange-over-Sands, Lancs at ~~) gee ee ty R —~ aes on CHARTER: 
wert atom . 7 Jam ig rn ° ara . > 
at ma” CU May 19 “‘No Destitute Child ever Refused 
; . > Hisni~, Bersanp, Haymarket. High Court. Pet. Admission.” 
London Gazette.—Fuivar, Mar 28 April 1. Ord. May 19 
RECEIVING ORDERS Honsmim, Atrrep Oswatp, Ilford, Motor Engineer. No Waiting List. 
Bose, Lions Mavascs, St. Joha'e Wood. High Chelmsford. Pet. April 30. Ord. May 23 89,102 Children have been admitted. 


Court. Pet. May 2. Ord. May 26 4 J , der-at St I , 
DURAND Rex Bloomstrury Patent Agent High a, ' ae nigh "Genet Bet : “April 9 "Ord. 9,102 sinee war broke out, a large number 


Court. Pet. Merch 1. Ord. May & , les a being children of Soldiers and Sailors, 
woetoril 8. Ord ae ee rs Vicron, St. James’-st. High Court. Pet. 7,335 Boys and Girls average in residence. 
Wonenovse, Caantes Reto, Hertford, Hertford. Pet worn Oe. ey & 200 Boys in Training for the Navy. 

March &. Ord. M pas 

= anemia eiibiiininiees 10,715 Barnardo Boys fought for us on 
. . pean end . : - land and sea in the Great War. 
ssname, Ewin ILeY, ancery-lane. June « at 

Bankruptey-bldgs., Carey-st Bequest Forms on application to the Geni. Seeretary. 
Rowas, Liowe, Mavaicr, St. John's ood. June 8 at THE NATIONAL HOSPITAL Honorary Director, WILLIAM BAKER, Eeq., M.A., LL.B. 

12, Bankruptcy bidgs ey-s Head Offices: 18 to 26, STEPNEY CaUsEWAY, Lonpon, E.1 
Denanp, Rex, Bloomebury, Patent Agent. June 8 at yoR Tus 

M. Bankruptcy-bidge., Carey-st 
Harrison, Anniz, Ellertm Priory, Yorks, Grocer PARALYSED and EPILEPTIC, 

June 8 at 12. Off. Rec., York City Bankchmbrs., QUBEN SQUARE, BILOOMSBURY, W.C. 

Lowgate, Hull LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and 
Hannisox, Francis, Rilerton Priory, Yorks. Jane 8 The largest Hospital of ite kind. LONDON and COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT 

at 11.30. Off. Reo., York City Bank-chmbrs., Low- The Charity ts forced at present te rely, te seme OFFICE.—No. 120, OHANCERY-LANE, FLEET- 

gate, Hull extent, apon legacies for maintenance. STREET LONDON , 

Hospexs, Evean Groner Jonn, Coulsdon, Motor Job Those rt te provide Annuities fer “4 > P 

Mester. June 4 at Li. 18, York-rd., Westmin relatives ° Mast. caked te send for particulars ENRY GREEN, Advertisement 

ster Bridge-rd of the DONATIONS CARRYING LIFS ANNUITIES 
Jouxs, Tomas, Pentre, Glam., Piano Dealer. June 7 FURD. 

at 11.30, St. Catherine’s-chmbrs., St. Catherine-t THE EARL OF HARROWBY, Treasure. ence of upwards of fifty years in the special in- 

Pontypridd sertion of all pro forma notices, &c., and to solicit 
Mantin, Josera Henny, Penclewey, Cornwall, General ther eup —H.B. Forms, ‘or 

Dealer. June 15 at 2. Off. Re 12, Princes-st., Stata Notices to 

Truro ° i rere . with necessary 
Mitts, Wrener Sreex, Matson, Glos, Cider Merchant e don Ganette” kept for free reference. 

Jane 16 at 11.50. County Court Offices, King-st., appoinumens. 

Gloucester 
Moore, Lorenzo, Chancery-lane. June 8 at 12. Bank 

uptey-bldes “arey-s . 
—w —- Small Advertisements. 
ADJUDIOATIONS ONCE 3 6 
Cc , Eosenr Courryer, Hove, Dentist. Brighton. 
"Pet. April 99. Ord. May ai. y Re 30 Words 4s. Od. 10s. Od. 18s. Od. 


Cones, Josera Monpetza, Canonbury, Middlesex, 
Wholesale Warehouseman High Court Pet Every additional 10 Words te. Od. 


May 20. Ord. May 21 extra for each insertion. 









































The Best Market for Emeralds, Diamonds, Pearls, &c. 


SPINK & SON Lt. 


Diamond and Pear! Merchants and Medallists to His Majesty by Appointment, 
16, 17, & 18, Piccadilly, London, W. 1, & 6, King Street, St. James’, S.W, 1 


beg to intimate they value JEWELS, PLATE, and EFFECTS of deceased 
estates at most moderate terms. 

A thoroughly competent staff for this purpose is always available for 
any part of the United Kingdom. 

Duplicate or triplicate inventories always supplied. Promptitude and 
accuracy guaranteed. 


SPECIAL NOTICE. 
TO THE LEGAL PROFESSION, EXECUTORS, & OTHERS. 


In cases where it becomes necessary, or it is preferred to dispose of 
goods by Public Auction, SPINK & SON Li. have had for many years a 
Special Department for cataloguing and protecting goods for public sale. The 
charge for this service, which includes expert listing, valuing, auctioneers’ 
charges, and arranging large or small consignments for sale in the best 
rooms in London, is 5 per cent. inclusive. 





SPINK & SON Ltd., Diamond Merchants and Royal Medallists by Appointment. “sent? 

















